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ABSTRACT
The purpose of this study was to (a) investigate perceptions of women administrators in
higher education as they relate to their positions and (b) learn more about women’s perceptions
as they relate to gender in leadership in higher education. and (c) determine where we need to go
from here in terms of improvement. Investigating these issues in the 21st century will give us a
current temperature and a snapshot of where we are and where we need to go from here as it
relates to women leaders in higher education.
The focus of this study was women who are administrators in higher education. The
study participants encompass middle management administrators in higher education. This study
used a questionnaire designed and utilized by Gloria Appelt Slick and Dr. Sandra Lee Gupton
when they conducted their research in 1993 on women leaders in K-12 education. The following
research questions served as a guide to this inquiry:
•

Research Question 1 (RQ1): What are the perceptions of the participants in regard to the
impact of gender in higher education leadership?

•

Research Question 2 (RQ2): What are the self-perceptions of the participants regarding
their own career development as it relates to their position as a woman administrator?

•

Research Question 3 (RQ3): What are the self-perceptions of the participants compared
to their female and male counterparts related to given leadership characteristics?
In this study, a quantitative research design was used. Descriptive statistics were utilized

for configuring and describing sets of data that have been collected from the participants in the

vi

study. Finally, content analysis was used to analyze the final two questions that are more open
ended in nature.
Overall, the participants expressed a level of comfort and success in their leadership
positions in higher education administration. The majority also said that if they had the chance
they would “do it all over again.” While a level of comfort is there, there were other issues that
surfaced in this study that potentially need to be addressed to further the leadership success for
women in higher education.
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CHAPTER ONE:
INTRODUCTION
On September 20, 2014, United Nations (UN) Ambassador Emma Watson gave a speech
about gender equality in which she stated, “Today we are launching a campaign called
HeForShe” (Emma Watson, 2014). In this campaign, she invites boys and men to make a
difference by becoming advocates for gender equality. Prior to this no other campaign had been
launched by the UN on this topic. Furthermore, Watson states that societal pressures for males
to be masculine or aggressive make gender equality a men’s issue as well as the issue women
face.
At the 2015 World Economic Forum, Emma Watson spoke again on this topic and
unveiled the HeForShe IMPACT 10x10x10 pilot initiative. The aim of the initiative was to
engage men and boys to take action to end inequalities faced by women and girls. The initiative
HeForShe also encouraged participation from corporations, universities, and leadership in
countries around the world to do the same (Gibson, 2015).
In March 2015, United States presidential candidate Hillary Clinton stated that equal
rights for women and girls is the “great unfinished business of the 21st century” (Wescott, 2015).
At the same time she launched, as a part of the Clinton Foundation, the No Ceilings Initiative
(No Ceilings, 2015). Within the embodiment of the initiative there is a full report covering many
issues related to gender inequality, both inside and outside of the United States. The No Ceilings
Initiative states that while there has been progress, “not much has changed in 20 years”
especially as it relates to the workforce gender gap (No Ceilings, 2015).
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Finally, in July 2012 Donna Barne posted “Closing the Gender (Data) Gap: Clinton, Kim
Launch New Efforts for Better Gender Data” on one of The World Bank’s blogs called ‘Voices.’
Barne reported the introduction of two initiatives targeting the ‘gender gap in data.’ World Bank
Group President Jim Yong Kim introduced the World Bank’s Gender Data site, established in
response to the “lack of gender-disaggregated data” which “hampers development efforts in
many countries” (para. 3). U.S. Secretary of State Hillary Clinton announced the launch of Data
2X, an initiative of the United Nations Foundation, aimed at developing standards to ensure data
producers and users train in gender-sensitive techniques. Clinton remarked, “If we’re serious
about narrowing the gender gap and helping more girls and women, then we must get serious
about gathering and analyzing the data that tell the tale” (para. 8).
Statement of the Problem
Based on data reported by the U. S. Census Bureau (2017), 52.6% of the individuals who
completed bachelor’s degrees or higher were women, and 47.4% were men. According to a
report by the American Council on Education (2017), while women earned more than 50% of all
doctoral degrees since 2006, only 32% of the full professor positions at degree-granting
postsecondary institutions were held by women as of 2014 and only 30% of presidencies across
all institutions of higher education were held by woman as of 2016.
The Education Advisory Board (2015) reported that 23% of all bachelor’s and master’s
level higher education institutions employ female presidents. For community colleges, the
percentage of female college presidents is slightly higher at 33%. Judith White, president and
executive director of Higher Education Resource Services, is quoted as saying, “There are lots of
institutions where they're getting their first woman president, and that is exactly the
problem…We've been at this stage a long time. How long is that going to be the case?”
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The difficulties expressed in these inequitable statistics, as it relates to gender, are best
expressed in the definition of the term “glass ceiling.” In the 1990s, the Federal Glass Ceiling
Commission was created to address gender inequalities that were evident in society. The
commission defined the “glass ceiling” as “…the unseen, yet unbreachable barrier that keeps
minorities and women from rising to the upper rungs of the corporate ladder, regardless of their
qualifications or achievements” (Glazer-Raymo, 1999; U.S. Glass Ceiling Commission, 1995).
Gender inequality that continues to be present in the workplace, in higher education in
particular, makes it necessary for further study of women’s leadership in higher education.
Katuna (2014) notes that even though, as a group, women in administrative positions in higher
education have mirrored similar trends as those observed in the general society, the trend has
reached its pinnacle. For example, in 2013, 53% of students in college institutions were women,
but only 16% of college presidents and 25% of academic deans were female (Katuna, 2014).
Contributing to gender leadership inequities in higher learning institutions, Bornstein
(2008) asserts that there are three trends that promote inequities. They are: “pipeline
inadequacies,” “barrier to legitimacy of women,” and “leading in a turbulent external situation”
(p. 172).
This context makes this study important since it will assist us in understanding the factors
that women perceive hinder qualified women from ascending to higher positions in higher
learning institutions. In addition, the study is important because it will clarify some of the
barriers women face and perceived leadership characteristics in men and women.
Significance of the Study
Historical review shows that traditional higher education has a substantial history of male
dominance in positions of leadership (American Council on Education, 2017; Ballenger, 2010;
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Mason, 2013). Although women have made some inroads with respect to these positions, there
exists a continuing gender disparity due to both a lack of access and exclusionary practices
(Ballenger, 2010; Glazer-Raymo, 1999; Mason, 2013).
Globally, the number of women enrolling in higher education studies exceeds the number
of men. The global university enrollment ratio in 1970 was 160 men per 100 women. Today the
enrollment ratio stands at around 93 men per 100 women (Chamie, 2016). While this is
encouraging, it is not reflected in the number of women holding senior leadership roles at
universities. There are fewer men enrolling, yet more men in leadership positions at universities
(Singh, 2008). Initiatives to increase the representation of women in higher education leadership
have often failed, resulting in women holding only assistant leadership positions without ever
actually occupying the top leadership jobs. In Sweden, real change has been achieved through
identification of exact means and ways of benchmarking progress in various important career
development activities (European Commission, 2009).
“In terms of senior administrative positions, only 22% of all four-year university
presidents are women, 40% of all chief academic officers, and 43% of all other senior
administrators. Even fewer women serve in senior administrative roles at the more researchintensive and prestigious institutions” (Dunn, Gerlach & Hyle, 2014). Adequate data need to be
collected globally to determine the actual factors that hinder women from occupying the top
leadership positions in institutions of higher learning. This should include determination of the
structures supporting inequality and the strategies for improving equality in different parts of the
world. Initiatives such as leadership programs for women, gender streaming, quotas, targets and
affirmative action would help in solving the gender bias problem (Guillaume & Pochic, 2009).
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Datasets about women within tertiary education from The European Commission stated
that from the 27 countries within the European Union, only 9% of the universities awarded PhD
degrees to women. Furthermore, only 13% of all the institutions within the sector of higher
education had women in headship positions (European Commission, 2009). The highest shares
of these came from Iceland, Sweden, Finland, Norway, and outside of the EU, in Israel. The
2009 report by the European Commission indicated that there were no universities in Cyprus,
Denmark, Hungary, Luxembourg, or Lithuania that were led by a woman. Other regions that
had few women leaders were: Austria, Slovakia, Romania, Czech Republic, Netherlands,
Belgium, Italy, and Germany. The under-representation shows that there is still inequality
among men and women leaders in these regions. Because of this inequality, women miss
opportunities to contribute to the future development of institutions of higher learning, wasting
talent and skills that they could implement in these institutions. The issues that emerge are
issues of social justice; exclusionary processes, structure, and practices.
The pattern and prevalence of males in senior leadership positions can be seen in
countries lacking adequate legislation and policies regarding gender equality. In the years 2009
and 2010, women in the United Kingdom made up 44% of the academics with the proportion of
males in the professorial roles at 80.9% while the females made up only 19.1%. During the same
period, men represented 55.7% of the academic staff that occupied the non-manager roles and
72.0% of the staff that occupied senior managerial roles (Blandford, Brill, Neave, & Roberts,
2011). Further reports covering the period of 2010 and 2011 indicate that males still made up the
majority of the academic staff, with females occupying fewer senior roles. In 2007, 70% of all
the 53 commonwealth nations had universities led by men while women only led 30% of the
universities in the same commonwealth countries (Singh, 2008).
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Morley, Sorhaindo, and Burke (2005) stated that women get the opportunity to enter
adjunct roles but fail to attain senior positions in their respective institutions. Though reforms in
higher education have led to the creation of managerial positions like community engagement,
innovation, quality assurance, and marketing (Noble & Moore, 2006), most women find
themselves in lower positions like communication and human resource management (Guillaume
& Pochic, 2009).
The absence of women in senior positions of leadership has been a recurrent theme in
studies representing the northern regions of the world (Elg & Jonnergård, 2010). The past two
decades have also seen this same theme emerge in various studies in the southern regions of the
globe (Gunawardena, Rasanayagam, Leitan, Bulumulle, & Abeyasekera-Van Dort, 2006;
Pereira, 2007; Rab, 2010). The under-representation of women in leadership in higher education
institutions indicates that there is also under-representation in forums for decision-making
(Morley, 2013). As a result, the skills and expertise of women continue to be underutilized in
higher education.
Purpose of the Study
The purpose of this study is to (a) investigate perceptions of women administrators in
higher education as they relate to their positions and (b) learn more about women’s perceptions
as they relate to gender in leadership in higher education.
Research Questions
The following research questions serve as a guide to this inquiry:
•

Research Question 1 (RQ1): What are the perceptions of the participants in regard to the
impact of gender in higher education leadership?
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•

Research Question 2 (RQ2): What are the self-perceptions of the participants regarding
their own career development as it relates to their position as a woman administrator?

•

Research Question 3 (RQ3): What are the self-perceptions of the participants compared
to their female and male counterparts related to given leadership characteristics?

Definition of Major Terms
Feminism: the advocacy of women’s rights on a platform equal to the political, social,
and economic status to that of men. It advocates for equal treatment of women both intellectually
and socially (Boushey, 2009).
Gender: the cultural, behavioral, or psychological characteristics commonly associated
with one sex (Merriam-Webster Dictionary, https://www.merriamwebster.com/dictionary/gender).
Gender discrimination: the mistreatment or mal-consideration of another person based
upon his or her gender (Gender Discrimination - FindLaw, 2016).
Gender gap: the gap of differences that exists between men and women, especially as it
relates to cultural, economic, political, intellectual, or social attainment or attitudes (Boushey
2009).
Glass ceiling: a metaphor often used to describe the invisible barriers that are present to
keep women from moving to the top as leaders in senior management positions (Dana &
Bourisow, 2006).
Queen Bee: a powerful woman that protects the status of her position (Gupton & Slick,
1996).
Self-perception: one’s ideas and thoughts about one’s self (Bem, 1967).
Women administrators: mid-level managers in higher education that oversee academics,
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student services, and administrative services at colleges and universities. This term does not
include full time faculty or presidents (Bureau of Labor Statistics, 2016).
Organization of the Study
This study is based on a similar study by Sandra Lee Gupton and Gloria Appelt Slick
with female administrators in public education with a particular emphasis on the K-12 school
system. In 1996, Gupton and Slick wrote the book, Highly Successful Women Administrators:
The Inside Stories of How They Got There, and used their study results for the basis of the book.
Around the same time that Gupton and Slick were conducting their research, the United States
Department of Labor created the Glass Ceiling Commission. The commission’s focus was to
address inequality among women and minorities with a specific emphasis on women moving
into management. Women in management was a significant focus from a socio-cultural
perspective.
The Gupton and Slick study focused on top-level, female administrators in the public
school system. Their questionnaire sought to solicit information about the subjects’ perceptions
as they moved into leadership positions, as well as their perceptions once there (Gupton & Slick,
1996). Their study was two-part with the questionnaire being the focus of the first part of the
study and 15 interviews as the second part of the study. The questionnaire was 14 pages and
mailed to 300 randomly selected female superintendents, assistant superintendents, and high
school principals with 151 responding (51%). The sections in the questionnaire included (a)
beliefs about women’s issues in the workplace; (b) career paths; (c) significant life influences
affecting career; (d) leadership characteristics; (e) demographics; and (f) advice for women
aspiring to be administrators.
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This researcher modified the questionnaire used by Gupton and Slick in their book to
examine the gender issues in women leaders, learning more about their perceptions, but in the
context of higher education. The survey was provided to female administrative professionals in
higher education. The goal was to obtain descriptive quantitative data from varying types of
institutions that may include: two-year institutions, four-year institutions, research universities,
public and private institutions, for profit and not for profit institutions. Permission to modify the
survey to meet the needs of the study and the focus of higher education was secured. The details
of the survey are found in Chapter 3.
Limitations
As with any study there are limitations that affect the over-all study and, subsequently,
perhaps the findings. The survey was administered online, and, therefore, findings are limited to
the perspectives of those who had access to the survey. Other obstacles addressed by Sheehan
(2001) that can interfere with outcomes of participation may include: email sent to spam folder
or junk mail, reservations by participants regarding confidentiality, participants being
overwhelmed by multiple, outside surveys, bad links and server connections.
In order to obtain the information that is desired for the study, the survey comprises five
sections: I. Demographics, II. Beliefs About Women’s Issues in the Workplace, III. Career
Assessment, IV. Leadership Characteristics, and V. Final Comments. For some, the survey may
seem too long or tedious, thus, limiting the over-all participation rate.
Overview of Dissertation Chapters
This study is organized into five chapters. Chapter 1 provides an overview of the topics
that are discussed in the study. Chapter 2 includes the theoretical framework of the study in the
form of a literature review as well as some historical perspective. Chapter 3 provides a
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description of the design and the methodology used for this study, as well as the instruments
used and their respective psychometric properties. Chapter 4 includes a review of the results of
the study by an analysis of the questions that guide the inquiry of the study. Chapter 5 presents a
summary of the conclusions of the study. In this last chapter, conclusions are reported, as well as
the study’s limitations and recommendations for additional research to add depth and breadth to
this topic.
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CHAPTER TWO:
LITERATURE REVIEW
In this section, I will provide an overview of the theoretical pillars that undergird this
study. The first pillar is gender and feminism. Because the focus is the academy in higher
education, it is important to examine women in higher education and how the academy has
evolved as it relates to this focus. I will then proceed by reviewing the literature related to selfperception, with additional attention paid to self-perception in leadership, then women and
leadership specifically. Lastly, I will explore literature related to leadership, and more
specifically gender and leadership in higher education.
Feminist Perspectives: The Emergence of Women’s Issues in Society
Boushey (2009) has noted that feminism is the advocacy of women’s rights on a platform
equal to the political, social, and economic status to that of men. It advocates for equal treatment
of women, both intellectually and socially. Feminism is a political, cultural, or economic
movement that fights for equal rights and legal protection of women. It revolves around
philosophies and political and sociological theories concerned with gender disparity.
To Boushey (2009), feminists around the world have different intentions, goals, and
causes depending on their culture, educational background, time, intentions, etc., but most of
them work to attain the same goal, which is equal opportunity and equal rights for women.
There have been many feminist movements since the inception of feminism but their
philosophical perspectives vary.
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According to Flexner (1996), the history of feminism is split into three waves, each
having different goals based on previous achievements. The first wave of feminism in the 19th
and early 20th century was based on challenging the legal inequalities, especially relating to
women’s suffrage.
The second wave, which was between 1960 and 1980, campaigned for the legal and
social rights of women and championed ideologies that included cultural inequalities, gender
sensitization, and focus on the roles played by women in our society (Flexner, 1996). This era of
feminists, including two of the most influential women of this wave, Betty Friedan (1963) and
Gloria Steinem (1983), worked relentlessly to make sure that the role of women in business and
leadership had been transformed. They also fought for a work environment in which women
could thrive and produce alongside their male counterparts, ensuring that women were respected
without consideration for their gender (Flexner, 1996).
Heralded as one of the high points and a catalyst of the feminist movement in this age,
The Feminine Mystique, by Betty Friedan, articulated a problem women faced that was said to
have no name. In the book, Friedan exposed the subjugation of women and investigated the
issue of gender as it relates to women. The issue she chose to address was often unspoken and
unaddressed, yet on the minds of American women for a long time. She used the term the
“feminine mystique” to describe the cultural norms held by women, post World War II, in which
their identity and fulfillment revolved around marriage, childbearing, and homemaking (Friedan,
1963). The question then became, “Is this all?” (Friedan, 1963, p. 15).
The myth that women are unable to accomplish what men accomplish was sold to society
to shackle women that were preoccupied with being housewives. Femininity is an appropriate
characteristic of a woman, but the fact that women are feminine in nature does not mean they

12

cannot accomplish what men can accomplish given the same environment (Van Eeden, Cilliers,
& Van Deventer, 2008).
According to Friedan, the “socio-cultural metamorphosis erected barriers against
women’s separate lives (Friedan, 1963, p. 165)…it usurped their identity and imprisoned them in
their home’s comfortable concentration camps” (p. 228). This phenomenon challenges the
concept of anatomy being destiny and persuades women to jump over oppressive barriers, rebuff
suburban melancholies, and attain self-actualization via new life plans. This is because attributes
such as oppression are not feminine in nature, rather they are inhuman. A woman is supposed to
be appreciated and cared for, not oppressed (Friedan, 2000).
Following Friedan, Gloria Steinem made a significant impact to the second wave of
feminism in the late 1960s and 1970s. Steinem’s points of emphasis revolved around women
being comfortable with seeking and attaining power, as well as the importance of a diverse
society. In Outrageous Acts and Everyday Rebellions, she states that “women must discover and
develop mutual support groups that can create change where the most courageous individual
woman cannot" (Steinem 1983, p. 198). During this time, legislation was passed in line with
women’s rights, e.g., Equal Rights Amendment, Equal Opportunity Credit Act, and Equal Pay
Act of 1963.
The third wave of feminism, from 1990 to present, has a broader perspective and is often
seen as a continuation of the second phase, addressing its perceived failures and challenges. The
different feminism perspectives of this wave are:
1. Radical feminism: Radical feminism holds that patriarchy is the main form of female
oppression in society, regardless of race, societal/economic status, or educational
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background (Muhr, 2011). Radical feminism focuses mainly on the abolition of violence
against women and the social subjugation of women through male violence.
2. Cultural feminism: Goodman (2010) notes that the biological difference between women
and men has given rise to the different ‘female cultures’ and ‘male cultures’ which, in
turn, influence the social behavior of both women and men. For example, cultural
feminists perceive nurturing and caring as parts of the female culture and aggression and
competition as defining attributes of the male culture. The focus of cultural feminists is
to have women’s work recognized as economically and socially viable and to change the
workplace to be more ‘woman friendly’ and more accessible to the female culture.
3. Liberal feminism: The opposite of cultural feminism, liberal feminism holds as its main
tenet that the differences in social behavior can be attributed to the environment and
conditions that one is exposed to rather than to an individual’s biological makeup.
Cultural feminists believe that legal, social, and economic opportunities are available to
both men and women. Muhr (2011) asserts that the focus of liberal feminists is to
provide opportunities and a level playing field for both women and men, so as to create
gender equality.
4. Anarchist feminism: Goodman (2010) explains that anarchist feminists believe that the
dominance of patriarchy is the result of societal hierarchy. Their focus is to fight any
governance that supports this hierarchy and social strata as it relates to gender issues.
5. Eco feminism: Eco feminists believe that women and the environment are connected in
the sense that both are able to produce, nurture, and sustain life (Goodman, 2010). They
believe that men in power can take advantage of both women and the environment
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because they see them as being helpless and passive. Their focus is to end gender
injustice through the protection and honor of women and the environment.
6. Post-colonial feminism (third world feminism): Post-colonial feminists believe that the
marginalization of non-white, non-Western women women in post-colonial countries is
the product of the racial and economic oppression they were subjected to during
colonization. Opposed to radical and liberal feminism and the modernization and
empowerment of women in their countries, post-colonial feminists believe gender
equality can be achieved through their own traditional models (Crowley, 2014).
7. Social (Marxist) feminism: Social/Marxist feminists believe that to achieve gender
equality all other forms of discrimination, such as racial, religious, and economic, should
be dealt with in society (Coleman, 2003).
8. Womanism (woman of color feminism), as explained by Sarta (2000), is a movement of
feminism involving women of color. Started in the United States, it includes, African
American, Hispanic, and Asian American women. It is not only men, they believe, but
also a racist society that continues to keep women oppressed.
9. Post-modern feminism (French Feminism): The post-modern feminist movement
contends that there is no clear definition of gender, either biologically or socially, as
many other forms of individualism (e.g., race, color, sexuality) define each woman in a
different way (Beasley, 2005).
The Federal Glass Ceiling Commission was created in the 1990s amidst the third wave of
feminism. This 21-member bipartisan body, appointed by congressional leaders and President
George Bush, was created by the Civil Rights Act of 1991. Its purpose was to remove the
barriers for the advancement of women and minorities in all arenas, as well as create and
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incorporate policy that supports this cause. According to Dunn (1997), the purpose of the
commission was to address the low representation of women leaders and managers and to
address the inequity in salaries for women compared to their male counterparts. The commission
reported that in spite of identical ambition, education, and commitment, men still progressed
faster than women.
The feminism movement has altered perspectives throughout history and in modern
society with regard to culture and law. Though much progress has been made to raise awareness
of gender issues across the globe, we need to advocate and challenge governments to create
policies that promote gender equality. This topic is important to consider because it shows how
women have moved from a place of anonymity and their “place” in society to that of movement
and rising in the ranks of leadership. Today, we need to ensure that there is continued progress
in addressing the issue of gender equality that so many historically have fought to address over
the decades.
Historical Context for Women in Higher Education
According to some scholars, the system of higher education in America is based upon the
European model of the university, which was created by and strictly for men (Altbach, 1999;
Cohen, 1998; Geiger, 1999; Lucas, 1996). During the colonial era, religion and the religious
movement in society provided a catalyst for the creation of colonial colleges. The focus of these
early higher education institutions was ministry and clergy which were exclusively men.
America’s first college, Harvard, was founded in 1636, and the higher education academy in
America remained solely male for more than 200 years. Women were excluded from college
institutions of higher learning until 1855 (Chliwniak, 1997). The history of women in the
academy is shorter than men, and academic records were fewer and less complete, sometimes
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with missing pieces. Historical records are often written from the male perspective, often by
men, and with focus primarily on the role of men in higher education (Thelin, 2004).
In the 17th century women were largely seen as intellectually inferior to men and unable
to be educated. During this time, women were often limited to domestic activities such as
cooking, cleaning, and taking care of the children in the home. They were also kept out of the
political, social, and economic activities in their communities (Chliwniak, 1997; Nidiffer, 2002;
Solomon, 1985). These societal and social-cultural norms continued into the 18th century.
When more colleges opened in America, they were limited to men only (Lucas, 1996). Societal
and socio-cultural norms held that a woman’s place was in the home, and women were to be
submissive in the patriarchal society (Thelin, 2004; Woody, 1966).
In the 19th century, as women were needed to assist in the advancement of men, as well
as the education of children in the family, the gap in women’s literacy became evident (Rudolph,
1968; Woody, 1966). As a result of this, in the 1820s, the academy doors were opened to
women. Women’s curriculum was mostly restricted to basic literacy and domestic studies that
complimented their already established role in society with an emphasis on the preparation of a
woman for marriage and motherhood (Chliwniak, 1997; Rudolph, 1968; Solomon, 1985). About
10 years later it was recognized that women needed more education to teach in local schools and
to enter the missionary field while men pursued business and political ventures (Chliwniak,
1997; Nidiffer, 2002; Rudolph, 1968). While women’s roles in society were expanding during
this time, they continued to be channeled into four main vocational categories: secretarial,
nursing, teaching, or motherhood (Sadker & Sadker, 1995).
Though these were positive changes, the view of women in the academy and society
remained mostly unchanged. The general view of women by society and even those of male
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college professors was that women were physically and intellectually inferior and incapable of
doing college work (Nidiffer, 2002; Woody, 1966).
According to Chliwniak (1997), it was not until around 1855 that women would gain
access to public and private universities. Even with the admission of women into higher
education, they were limited to acceptable societal norms and roles already established in terms
of learning and curriculum. By the mid-1860s, more than 40 institutions allowed women to
participate in learning in the higher education environment. This advancement of women in the
academy was enhanced by the Morrill Act of 1862 which was the legislative foundation for the
addition of land-grant state colleges and universities (Chamberlain, 2001; Thelin, 2004). In the
1870s, seven women’s colleges (called the Seven Sisters) were founded. They were promoted as
colleges for women with standards of education equivalent to those established for men
(Nidiffer, 2002). In 1876 Johns Hopkins became the first research university with a graduate
school for men only. Still, by 1880 only 30% of American colleges and universities allowed
entrance to women (Glazer-Raymo, 2002; Rudolph, 1968). In spite of the gains for women in
higher education, many scholars asserted women were still physically and intellectually inferior
to men, and their brains were less developed. Women needed to remain in their culturally
established roles so there were not any negative consequences to marriages, family, and society
(Chliwniak, 1997; Nidiffer, 2002; Solomon, 1985; Thelin, 2004; Woody, 1966).
By 1890 and through World War I, women continued to gain representation in admission
to colleges and universities. After 1890, women were allowed into the doctoral programs. By
early 1900’s women represented 47% of the student body, 26% of faculty, and were represented
in 60% of colleges (Glazer-Raymo, 2002).
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Despite these gains, only a small percentage of women were allowed into co-educational
institutions, which were considered superior to all women’s colleges. They also continued to be
primarily restricted in terms of the field of study most closely associated with women; namely
education, social work, and domestic areas of study (Nidiffer, 2002; Rudolph, 1968; Solomon,
1985).
The event that facilitated the most significant closure of the gender gap in higher
education was World War II, when women began to fill positions that became available as men
left American soil to serve on the battlefield (Geiger, 1999; Glazer-Raymo, 2002). This was a
time of advancement for women in the academy. Women filled 40% of the student body,
increased their faculty numbers, and even entered into more administrative roles (Glazer-Raymo,
2002). However, when men returned from the war, some women were fired or relocated, and
men were given priority for all positions (Glazer-Raymo, 2002; Schwartz, 1997).
While there were laws that protected women in terms of their access into higher
education institutions, many times these laws were not enforced. In 1970, the first sex
discrimination suit was filed to compel the federal government to enforce existing laws. In the
1970s and 1980s, women began to regain momentum in terms of admissions and even
outnumber men in undergraduate and graduate students. During this time, women also gained in
numbers as faculty, staff, and administrators (Chliwniak, 1997; Glazer-Raymo, 2002).
Since the doors of higher education in America opened to women in the late 19th century
(Thelin, 2004), women gradually moved into positions throughout the academy (Glazer-Raymo,
2002; Nidiffer, 2002; Solomon, 1985; Thelin, 2004). For the past 30 years women have
outnumbered men in enrollment, yet women hold only 45% of tenure track positions and 31% of
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tenure positions. While women have progressed, they still lag behind in presidencies and other
administrative positions (Branch-Brioso, 2009; Touchton, 2008).
Barriers for Women Leaders in Higher Education
There has been research identifying some of the barriers preventing women from
advancing their careers in higher education. As indicated by Eagly and Carli (2007), these
barriers include the role gender plays in society, biased hiring practices, and pay structure.
Similarly, a number of studies have been done to come up with strategies that can be applied to
overcome these barriers (Jarmon, 2014).
Vaccaro (2010) presented ideas for developing a better campus environment for women.
She recommended that women’s perceptions about how they feel about their jobs and campus
environments be explored. It was also recommended that more focus be placed on women and
their issues, in an effort to make them more visible.
Scholars Dominici, Fried, and Zeger (2009) noted that gender issues were common
throughout higher education institutions, that women experienced a slower career path, and that
the path was sometimes blocked. John Hopkins University conducted a study in 2002, using
focus groups to explore issues related to the advancement of women in leadership. The issues
that surfaced were: “(a) women were recruited less often into administrative positions through
the traditional ranks of faculty, chair, dean, and university leadership; (b) women less frequently
occupied the important leadership position of department chair, the individual who normally
appoints hiring committees; (c) women found many senior positions made less attractive by the
heavy workload that requires carrying work home or being available to the campus leadership at
any time; and (d) women often believed that the optimal model for leadership is male,
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transactional, and hierarchical, minimizing collegiality and selfless missions” (Dominici, Fried,
& Zeger, 2009, p. 26).
Women in leadership can also be a barrier for other women. Staines, Jayaratne, and
Travris (1974) describe the ‘queen bee syndrome’ where a woman in a leadership position treats
her female subordinates more critically. In their study, they found that women who were
successful in male dominated work environments did not support or encourage the rise of other
women in senior positions. According to Staines et al., this was mainly due to the male
dominated culture which only allowed a few women to advance to senior positions, forcing
women in this culture to adopt the queen bee attitude, protecting the few positions of
advancement available to them.
Another barrier that women in higher learning leadership face is a lack of social capital
and networks. Brass (1985) established that people in leadership positions at work are able to
use their networks to influence measures within that organization. However, on the average,
women have less social capital and have fewer networks, resulting in limited influence in the
organization in which they work. As such, they find it more difficult to advance from the
positions they hold in higher learning institutions.
According to Smith Porter (2009), the moment a woman achieves a leadership position in
a higher learning institution, the important aspects of that role can create the challenges to a
women’s ability and legitimacy in that role. For example, Bornstein (2008) points out that
women in leadership face challenges when they have to deal with issues like finance, technology,
and legal affairs that are typically dominated by men. More so, because of the nature of the work
and the demands of holding a leadership position, women at times have to face the challenges
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that come with traditional gender assumptions that may hinder their advancement in leadership
positions and their legitimacy once they get there.
Gender bias and gender stereotype remain issues for women leaders in higher education
(Branch-Brioso, 2009; Touchton, 2008).
Self-Perception
Self-perception theory relates to the manner in which individuals perceive and interpret
events and develop a sense of order in their surroundings (Robak, Ward, & Ostolaza, 2006).
According to Bem (1967), self-perception theory describes formation of attitudes among
individuals. He argued that people develop their attitudes even when there is a lack of past
experience. They then observe a behavior to determine what attitudes may have caused it,
relying on external cues to determine and infer their own inner characteristics.
Self-Perception in leadership. Jackson (2011) observed that capturing one’s essence as
a leader goes beyond title and experience. She explains that a person’s understanding of
leadership has to entail the manner in which she/he interacts with her/his surroundings. She
asserts that as official titles are removed, core leadership strengths are then connected to
individuals as well as individual strengths sets. Jackson contends that a leader should clearly
know his or her individual and unique strengths, as this will assist the leader in having a good
understanding of himself or herself and others.
Van Eeden et al. (2008) argues that it is common for leaders to act based on their titles
only, but true leadership does not depend on a title. The authors underline that the fundamental
essence of leadership is legitimacy, and perceptions from colleagues act to improve leadership
strengths.
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Daniel (2006) underscores that the ability to successfully lead other people may improve
an individual’s perception of self-worth and confidence levels. He notes that leaders should take
their time to understand, as well as appreciate, their own strengths and values. They should
employ standard leadership tools, such as 360 degree assessments, mentoring, and personal
development plans, in order to understand their actual strengths and abilities, as well as those of
others, in order to serve as effective leaders. “True understanding comes from reflecting on your
experience” (Bennis, 1989, p. 79).
Women and self-perception in leadership. Bass (1990) stated, “[H]ow people think,
feel and act about themselves effects their tendencies to lead” (p. 150). Furthermore, he stated
successful leaders have a higher level of self-understanding than less successful leaders. When
self-understanding occurs, it can lead to one being more open to receiving feedback.
Eagly and Karau (2002) observe that leadership has been viewed as a “male prerogative”
(p. 573). Fortunately, the rise of feminist ideologies seen over the recent past has greatly
weakened such beliefs. Still, paternalistic ideologies underlining gender roles have resulted in
prejudice and stereotypes towards women leaders. Accordingly, women are perceived as being
less capable of leading compared with men (Eagly & Karau, 2002).
According to Robak, Ward, and Ostolaza (2006), perception is one of the many factors
that underlie certain types of sex-based discrimination. The authors further note that in
organizational behavior theory, as in self-perception theory, perception is explained as the
manner in which individuals perceive and interpret events in addition to developing a sense of
order in their surroundings. Coleman (2003) stated that “gender may not be a determinant of
style, but it has an influence on the self-perceptions of men and women as leaders and on their
own professional and social experience” (p. 337).
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In a study carried out by Ndenisa and Tshabangu (2014), nineteen female principals (95%
of the female principals in the study) reported that sometimes their negative self-perceptions
arose from the social expectations they faced. Accordingly, this adversely affects their
leadership roles at their respective schools. As noted before, self-perceptions greatly influence
the manner in which leaders will, in-turn, be perceived by others. Ndenisa and Tshabangu
concluded that these women principals were aware of this aspect and seemed to prevent these
negative self-perceptions, knowing they typically strengthen gender prejudices and biases,
thereby affecting their leadership. Their findings are consistent with those of Amondi (2011)
who also established that women leaders seemed to carry fear of failure and seemed to shy away
from criticism. Nonetheless, one principal from the twenty in Ndenisa and Tshabangu’s (2014)
study had confidence, self-assurance, and readily accepted criticism from men.
Leadership
Are leaders born or made? Nannerl Keohane, a former Duke University and Wellesley
College President, wrote Thinking about Leadership (2010) where she raises questions about
leadership, including what determines who is a leader and who becomes a successful leader. She
discusses the belief that leaders are born and are in their positions because of traits they are born
with that enable them to be leaders. Warren Bennis states, “The most dangerous leadership myth
is that leaders are born-that there is a genetic factor to leadership. That’s nonsense; in fact, the
opposite is true. Leaders are made, rather than born” (Bennis, 1997, p. 163). Most experts
believe that leadership is something that can be learned but that some have more natural
leadership ability than others (Maxwell, 1998). In alignment with the research that supports the
belief that leadership can be learned, we must ask ourselves, why are there not more women
leaders?
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Historically, many held a traditional view that successful leadership is related to traits of
masculinity. In the gender stereotype literature, it is noted that men were believed to be
dominant, decisive, aggressive, independent, objective, and competitive while women were
noted to be dependent, submissive, gentle, emotional, and sensitive (Feather, 1984; Kruse &
Wintermantel 1986; Schein, 1972). Hennig and Jardim (1977) suggested that if women wanted
to succeed as leaders, they needed to act more like men. When women feel the need to function
this way to be successful, it can create an internal role conflict. In actuality, the research
indicates that for women who act outside of what is considered to be appropriate female
behaviors, they receive less favorable evaluations compared to their male counterparts (Terborg,
1977).
Schein (1972) found that perceived successful leaders had more masculine traits than
feminine traits. Gutek (1993) found Schein’s findings still to be true in the late 1980s. Further,
Gutek noted that in general men and women were socialized in their respective roles. Women
were socialized to be cooperative while men were socialized to be competitive. Women are said
to have higher interpersonal skills but perceived to be less aggressive and less independent than
their male counterparts (Brenner, Tomkiewicz, & Schein, 1989).
An interesting notation in the research by Nieva and Gutek (1980) was the finding that
leaders who behaved congruently with their gender role expectations were viewed more
favorably. Additionally, they also found that women who behaved more in line with their gender
role expectations experienced less role conflict, possibly resulting in less stress in their positions.
They postulate that women, in choosing a female leadership style congruent with their role
expectations, are perceived more positively than those who choose a more masculine approach to
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leadership. It is noted however, that the literature is mixed and varied as it relates to outcomes in
practice.
Leadership and gender. Gender differences in leadership styles can be explained using
different concepts and theories. However, Hare-Mustin and Maracek (1988) point out the
dangers of entering into two forms of bias in writing on gender. They term this as “alpha bias,”
which entails a tendency to overstate the gender difference. Accordingly, researchers who hold
that gender differences are inherent are likely to show alpha bias in their studies. In contrast, the
second form of bias is “beta bias,” which entails the tendency to reduce gender differences
(Hare-Mustin & Maracek, 1988).
Researchers who argue that gender differences are inherent believe that there are key
differences between female and male leaders (Bornstein, 2008). Based on this viewpoint,
women and men are seen as differing in their leadership behaviors because they seem to apply
different epistemological viewpoints of truth, human relationships, power, and ethics (Gilligan,
1993).
Those scholars who believe that gender is mainly a socialized trait have pointed out that
women who occupy leadership roles or positions seem to adapt their individual behavior to the
values and norms of the position they hold instead of changing the norms of that position
(Diekman & Eagly, 2000). Based on this viewpoint, the position in an organization influences
the person more than how the individual influences that position.
Flexner (1996) argues that in many cases women have been viewed as less effective as
leaders compared to men, less qualified and less competent on the basis of social and political
premise influenced by stereotypical thinking.
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Leadership in Higher Education
Studies in higher education leadership have revealed the implementation of managerial,
corporate, enterprise, and collegial forms of leadership in higher education institutions (Smith,
2005). Managerial leadership is perceived as creation and implementation of mechanisms to
meet the institutions’ priorities using a leadership structure built according to a top-to-bottom
ranking. Collegial leadership typically works from bottom to top, where those at the bottom
ranks present various issues to those with higher ranks for decision-making and prioritization of
strategies. Entrepreneurial and corporate leadership are generally a combination of both the
horizontal and vertical leadership structures (Smith, 2005).
Universities are different than entrepreneurial and corporate entities. Some leaders
manage direction and resources at the faculty level while others manage strategic and financial
responsibilities at the departmental levels (Bush & Glover, 2004). Each leadership style used in
higher education institutions has its strengths and weaknesses, with managerial leadership being
perceived as a method of micro-management that restricts academic autonomy. On the other
hand, collegial leadership is perceived to be weak with an inability to create a consistent and
fluid approach throughout the institution. According to Turnbull and Edwards (2005),
institutions should be identifying the strengths and weaknesses of their leadership structures to
ensure that the right balance between bottom-up and top-down leadership approaches.
Leaders must be proactive in pursuing the mission of the institution (Wolverton,
Ackerman, & Holt, 2005). The effort to understand and align themselves with the mission of the
university can ensure that leaders formulate the right tactics and strategies to achieve the short
term and long-term objectives of the institution. Ideally, this enables the leader to improve the
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academic performance and knowledge of the students in the institution. Many successful leaders
have a visionary approach that guides them towards the achievement of the institution’s mission.
Scholars Senge, Roberts, Ross, and Smith (1994) contend that a shared vision is
important in an organization. They contend that a shared vision “provides the focus and energy
for learning” (p. 206). Furthermore, a shared vision increases cohesiveness, enthusiasm,
productivity, and engages the members of the institution (Senge et al., 1994).
Successful leaders in higher education are often both internally and externally focused
(Black, Groombridge, & Jones, 2011). Internally focused leadership refers to the focus of
leadership on the inside of the institution. Externally focused leadership refers to the focus of the
leader on the external factors that influence the institution. The leader who is successful has to
be able to manipulate these internal and external forces to support the institution while it meets
its objectives.
Personal integrity is a significant trait of successful higher education leaders (Black,
2015). Leaders are often emulated, and a leader with a high level of personal integrity influences
others in the institution to develop similar integrity, thus, encouraging success throughout the
whole institution. Conversely, a lack of integrity in leadership might cause subordinates to form
negative perceptions, thereby lowering the legitimacy of and respect for the leader.
Successful leaders in higher education often involve others in decision-making (Kezar &
Holcombe, 2017). Introduction of changes after consultation with others enables the leaders to
identify all the possible strengths and weaknesses of the changes they are suggesting. This
ensures that the changes are beneficial to the institution, adds a level of accountability and
engagement, and helps in moving towards the stated goal.
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Flexibility among the leaders in higher education institutions often encourages success
(Bryman, 2007). Leaders who are flexible in their approach to leadership have a higher chance
of ensuring success as they determine the situations they are faced with and the right leadership
style to ensure proper solution (Yukl & Lepsinger, 2004).
Risk taking, or entrepreneurial traits among the leaders in higher education, can also
encourage success (Ospina & Sorensen, 2006). The rise in competition among institutions calls
for creativity and the implementation of strategies that would enhance competitive advantage.
Just like entrepreneurs, the leaders who succeed often implement some strategies with potential
risks in order to remain competitive and ensure growth.
The successful leaders in these institutions make an effort to design a structure that
supports change (Smith, 2005). Success is often linked to changes that meet improvements in
both the internal and external environments. Structure that supports changes in technology and
other significant factors enhances the potential success of the institutions. These leaders do not
directly change the values and culture of the institutions, but instead create an environment and
structure that allows and supports necessary change.
Chapter Summary
There are three main theoretical pillars that undergird this study. The review of feminism
in literature provides a lens through which we look at women and how they have emerged in
society. Feminist theory is not used as a critical lens for this study but feminism as a societal
context to understand where women started and how they have progressed in their respective
societal roles. Historical perspectives on women in higher education also show us how women
have entered higher education and have moved into other positions or in some cases have been
limited in the academy.
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Self-perception is connected to the research questions and the questionnaire created to
explore the self-perceptions of women as it relates to their position in higher education
administration. The literature review touches on the definition of self-perception and what it
means in terms of leadership.
The third theoretical pillar that is foundational to this study is leadership. Leadership is
the overarching macro theme. Women in leadership in higher education as the micro theme.
These pillars are central to this study in terms of context, research questions, and the theoretical
lens that frames this study. The study is organizationally set up to move from a macro analysis
(larger societal issues-women in society) to a micro analysis (women in higher education
leadership) in terms of the three theoretical pillars.
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CHAPTER THREE:
METHODS
As indicated in Chapter One, the purpose of this study is to (a) examine the present
situation of women leaders in higher education, (b) investigate perceptions of women
administrators in higher education as they relate to their positions, (c) learn more about women’s
perceptions as they relate to gender in leadership in higher education, and (d) determine where
we need to go from here in terms of improvement. Investigating these issues in the 21st century
will give us a current temperature and a snapshot of where we are and where we need to go from
here as it relates to women leaders in higher education.
Emerging programs for higher education leadership need current information in order to
adequately develop the next generation of leaders. This information is relevant for both male
and female leaders, as well as for gaining better understanding of the current climate of higher
education.
Chapter Three presents the research questions, structure, and design of the proposed
study. This study utilizes the questionnaire designed and used by Gloria Appelt Slick and Sandra
Lee Gupton when they conducted their research in 1993 on women leaders in K-12 education.
The questionnaire was created to gain informed feedback about women administrators and their
ascent to the top, as well as their perceptions while in their current positions (Gupton & Slick,
1996). Dr. Gupton was contacted via email formally requesting the use of and modification of
the questionnaire. Permission was granted to use and modify the questionnaire as needed for the
purposes of this study with a focus on women leaders in higher education.
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Research Design
A quantitative research design was used in this study. Each research question, along with
the questionnaire, explores the perceptions of the participants. Alreck and Settle (2004) state that
perceptions are what is most important. Perceptions facilitate the discovery of patterns, trends,
and prediction of where things are going.
Descriptive statistics were used for configuring and describing sets of data that were
collected from the participants in the study (Glass & Hopkins, 1996). Descriptive, quantitative
studies are meant to gather information about preferences, practices, attitudes, and perceptions of
a group of people (Gay & Airasian, 2000). According to Gall, Gall, and Borg (2003), the most
important type of knowledge generated by educational research is explanation. “If researchers
are able to explain an educational phenomenon, it means that they can describe it, can predict its
consequences, and know how to intervene to change those consequences” (Gall, Gall, & Borg,
2003, p. 6).
Finally, content analysis was used to analyze the final two questions on the questionnaire
that are more open ended in nature.
Research Questions
This study is guided by three research questions with corresponding items in the sections
in the questionnaire.
•

Research Question 1 (RQ1): What are the perceptions of the participants in regard to the
impact of gender in higher education leadership?

•

Research Question 2 (RQ2): What are the self-perceptions of the participants regarding
their own career development as it relates to their position as a female administrator?
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•

Research Question 3 (RQ3): What are the self-perceptions of the participant compared to
their female and male counterparts related to given leadership characteristics? (as listed in
Section IV of the survey)
Population and Sample
The focus of this study is women who are administrators in higher education. The study

participants encompass middle management administrators in higher education. These positions
exclude faculty with no administrative role and presidents. This study was initiated by
contacting women leaders in higher education that were a part of higher education listservs:
•

FYE-LIST@listserv.sc.edu (First year experience),

•

ELICOURSES@listserv.educause.edu (technology),

•

discussion@podnetwork.org (Professional and Organizational Development (POD)
Network in Higher Education),

•

GRAD-LIST@listserv.sc.edu (Graduate list experience).

Participation was voluntary. The survey link was available to them within the listserv
communication. The survey was provided through Qualtrics that captured the results. A consent
statement was made available to the participants prior to taking the survey.
Sample Size Justification
Sample size is a critical component of the study related to validity and statistical power of
a study. Cohen (1992) describes the importance in research of establishing a priori what is
necessary for sample size for the statistical analysis with considerations of power, population
effect size, and level of significance. Generally speaking, as sample size increases, so does the
statistical power of the test. Connected to the sample size, is the response rate of participants.

33

According to most scholars, there is no set response rate. However, the typical response rate is
around 20% (Lynn, Martin, & Frauman, 1996).
Instrument
The survey used was a modification of a questionnaire developed by Sandra Gupton and
Gloria Slick (1996) from their research and subsequent book, Highly Successful Women
Administrators: The Inside Stories of How They Got There. The original survey and study were
focused on female administrators in education, grades kindergarten through twelve in the public
school system, nationwide. It was this researcher’s intent to utilize the questionnaire but with a
focus on women administrators in higher education. Permission was obtained for use and
modification of the survey for the purposes of this study.
The modified survey focuses on the perceptions and experiences of female administrators
in higher education. According to Alreck and Settle (2004), perceptions facilitate the discovery
of patterns, trends, and prediction of where things are going. Gay and Airasian (2003) further
observe, “A survey study determines and describes the way things are” (p. 277). According to
Gay and Airasian, a survey is useful when investigating a variety of issues within the educational
field. Since the intent of this research was to examine women administrators in higher education
and their perceptions, barriers, and advice for others, a descriptive design was appropriate.
The modified survey had five sections:
•

Section I (11 questions): Demographic information about personal data, community,
family and relationships, and current position. The demographic information is important
because it describes specific information about the population participating in the study.
It also provides a statistical picture of current data as it relates to women leaders in higher
education. It provides date and time related context. The results were discussed in
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Chapter Four along with recommendations for future research in Chapter Five should
there be something significant from this data.
•

Section II (25 questions): Beliefs about Women’s Issues in the Workplace contains
twenty-five questions utilizing a 5-point Likert scale (Strongly Agree, Agree, Undecided,
Disagree, Strongly Disagree).

•

Section III (9 questions): Career Assessment which contains nine questions about
perceptions related to one’s own career. Answers for this section include 5-point Likert
Scale responses (Strongly Agree, Agree, Undecided, Disagree, and Strongly Disagree).

•

Section IV (20 questions): Leadership Characteristics contains a 3-point Likert scale
using the responses of “More”, “Same”, and “Less”. The participants are asked to rate
themselves on specific leadership characteristics as compared to their male counterparts
and then female counterparts.
•

Section V: The Final Comments section asks women to share personal advice to

other women aspiring to positions similar to their own.
Pilot Study
A pilot study, often referred to as a feasibility study, is sometimes used prior to
conducting the official study. It is conducted on a small scale and is designed to improve the
larger study’s quality and efficiency. Conducting a pilot study is a useful method for testing the
order and content of survey/questionnaire questions, as well as for receiving feedback and
suggestions for the betterment of the overall study (Oppenheim, 1992; Pole & Lampard, 2002).
A pilot study was conducted utilizing the questionnaire during the month of October
2015 to determine clarity of items on the questionnaire, length of time required to take the
questionnaire, solicit feedback and suggestions, and review possible variables that had not been
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considered in implementing the questionnaire. For the pilot study, volunteers came from various
campuses of a community college in the Tampa Bay region of Florida. The volunteers were
functioning in administrative roles in middle management positions (e.g., associate provost,
department chair, academic director, program director).
The questionnaire was hand delivered to each pilot study participant with a letter of
instruction attached, preceding the questionnaire. The letter gave instructions to take the
questionnaire in its entirety, to note the time it takes to complete the questionnaire, and to
provide additional feedback about the questionnaire if the participant wished to do so.
The input from the pilot study participants was helpful. Pilot study participants suggested
clarifying institution size in the demographic section of the questionnaire by number of
employees or student enrollment. This suggestion was considered and incorporated into the final
questionnaire. The pilot participants had no concerns about the content of the questionnaire.
The survey completion time was 10-15 minutes. This was considered a reasonable amount of
time for participants and more than likely would not be tedious. This was important to consider
for a better participation outcome and response rate for those agreeing to participate in the study.
The pilot study was presented a second time to the same set of volunteers to determine
internal consistency and reliability. Test-makers strive for internal consistency, and test
reliability also impacts the extent to which test results are repeatable (Patton, 2001). A
correlation test was run in SPSS to determine test/re-test reliability for the pilot study. The
correlation score for the pilot study was .97; the score is high and shows reliability.
Data Collection
After IRB approval was received, the study was initiated by posting information about
the study on the listservs identified. The researcher was a member of each of the listservs
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used. The IRB information and consent to participate were presented at the beginning of the
survey. By continuing to the actual survey, participants were giving their consent. Volunteer
participants could then click the link to the survey through the Qualtrics survey tool to complete
the survey.
Data Analysis
Data were entered into Statistical Package for Social Studies (SPSS) for Windows.
Descriptive statistics included means, standard deviations, frequencies, and percentages. In
addition, for categorical or nominal data, frequencies and percentages were conducted.
Frequency is the number of participants fitting into a certain category; percentage is the percent
of the sample within that category (Glass & Hopkins, 1996). For interval/ratio data, means and
standard deviations were conducted. Howell (1992) describes the mean of the variables as the
sum of the scores divided by the number of scores. Statistical dispersion, otherwise known as
standard deviation, measures the spread of values in a set of data (Glass & Hopkins, 1996).
When the data points are all valued and located close to the mean value, standard deviation is
then close to zero, meaning it does not deviate very far from the norm (Howell, 1992).
Research Question Analysis
Section II/Research Question 1 (RQ1). What are the perceptions of the participants in
regard to the impact of gender in higher education leadership? The questionnaire content that
corresponds with this research question is in Section II (Items 1-25) of the survey. The
participants were asked to respond using a Likert scale with the ranking of 1 (strongly agree)
through 5 (strongly disagree). Negatively worded items were analyzed with a reverse coding
system. A response of strongly agree would score a 5 and strongly disagree would score a 1.
Each question read, “Indicate whether you agree or disagree with each statement.”
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Out of the 25 statements, six factors were identified (see chart below). The factors were
constructed based on key words in item statements that clustered around common themes.

Factor A

Section II Items
Included in the
Factor
13, 14, 19

Key Descriptor

Male Dominant System

Factor B

1, 2, 9, 10

Career Advancement

Factor C

3, 11, 24

Stereotypes about Women
and Men

Factor D

4, 16, 21, 22

Gender Differences in
Relational Style

Factor E

6, 7, 8, 12, 15, 17, 18,
25

Gender Differences in
Leadership Style

Factor F

5, 20, 23

Gender Differences in
Value for Process vs. End
Result

Perception Cluster
Women’s perceptions of
themselves in a male
dominant system
Women’s perceptions of
advancement in
administrative positions in
higher education
Women’s perceptions of
stereotypes about women
and men
Women’s perceptions of
gender differences in
relational style
Women’s perceptions of
gender differences in
leadership style
Women’s perceptions of
gender difference in value
for process vs. end result

Inferential statistics were used to analyze this research question. A one-mean t-test was
used to analyze the six factors. The dependent t-test was also be used to analyze the six factors
into one total score. T-tests are used to test two different scores and to determine “whether the
differences between means are significantly different” (Field, 2005, p. 747). The t-test analysis
is appropriate when a researcher desires to compare the means of two groups or compares the
mean scores of one group in different measurements (Trochim, 2005).
Effect size and score range were also be determined. Effect size indicates whether two
scores’ averages are statistically significant. It describes the magnitude of the difference
between two scores. According to Cohen (1992), effect size is described as small, medium, and
large. A small effect size is considered to be 0.2, medium effect size 0.5, and large effect size
0.8.
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Section III/Research Question 2 (RQ2). What are the perceptions of the participants
regarding their own career development as it relates to their position as a woman administrator?
The questionnaire content that corresponds with this research question is reflected in Section III
of the questionnaire, entitled Career Assessment. The participants were asked to use a Likert
scale with the ranking of 1 (strongly agree) through 5 (strongly disagree) to respond. Each
question read, “Indicate whether you agree or disagree with each statement.” Descriptive
statistics were used to analyze this information along with a frequency table for presentation of
results.
Section IV/Research Question 3 (RQ3). What are the self-perceptions of the
participants compared to their female and male counterpart related to given leadership
characteristics? The questionnaire content that corresponds with this research question is
reflected in Section IV, entitled Leadership Characteristics. This is ordinal, variable data and is
presented in a 3-point Likert scale with response choices of More, Same, or Less. The data were
broken down into self-perceptions compared to the participant’s female counterparts and selfperceptions compared to her male counterparts as presented in the survey. Two one mean t-tests
was used to analyze the data. A one mean t-test was used to analyze the participant’s ratings of
themselves on given leadership characteristics compared to their male counterparts. A second
one mean t-test was used to analyze the participants’ ratings of themselves on given leadership
characteristics compared to their female counterparts.
Section V: Final Comments. In this section, participants were asked to share their best
advice to other women aspiring to positions similar to theirs. For this section, content analysis
was used to analyze the data. For this analysis technique, data may be verbal, electronic or print
and may have been gathered from interviews, print media, narrative responses, open-ended
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questions, focus groups, books and the like (Kondracki & Wellman, 2002). Qualitative content
analysis is not just counting words. Content analysis is examining language for the purposes of
classifying large amounts of text into categories with similar meanings (Weber, 1990). “These
categories can represent either explicit communication or inferred communication. The goal of
content analysis is to provide knowledge and understanding of the phenomenon under study”
(Downe-Wamboldt, 1992, p. 314).
Chapter Summary
This chapter describes the methods and procedures that were used to provide insight into
the perceptions of women administrators in the higher education setting. The problem, research
design, research questions, study focus population, and instrumentation were presented.
Additionally, this chapter discussed the data collection process as well as the data analysis plan
for the study. The presentation of this data will be in Chapter Four. A summary and discussion
of the findings, along with conclusions and recommendations for future research, will form the
content of Chapter 5.
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CHAPTER FOUR:
RESULTS
The purpose of this study was to (a) investigate perceptions of women administrators in
higher education as they relate to their positions and (b) learn more about women’s perceptions
as they relate to gender in leadership in higher education. Three research questions were posed
to guide this inquiry:
RQ1: What are the perceptions of the participants regarding the impact of gender in
higher education leadership?
RQ2: What are the self-perceptions of the participants regarding their own career
development as it relates to their position as a woman administrator?
RQ3: What are the self-perceptions of the participants compared to their female and male
counterparts related to given leadership characteristics?
Demographic characteristics for the sample are reported, followed by the results of the analyses
related to the research questions. Finally, a summary of salient points from the chapter is
presented.
Demographic Characteristics
The majority of the participants were White (n = 130, 61%). Slightly less than half of the
participants reported their community type as ‘suburban’ (n = 75, 45%). Sixty participants
(36%) indicated that they were the oldest child in their family. Less than half of the sample
reported their institutional size as ‘other’ (n = 95, 45%), with ‘less than 10,000’ as the next most
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frequent response (n = 64, 30%). Frequencies and percentages for race, community type, family
position, and institutional size are presented in Table 1.
Table 1
Frequency Table for Race, Community Type, Family Position, and Institutional Size
Variable
n
Race
Asian/Asian American
4
Black/African American
15
Caucasian/White
130
Filipino
1
Hispanic/Latina
1
Multiracial
6
Other
55
Community
Rural
37
Suburban
75
Urban
54
Family Position
Only child
12
Youngest
45
Middle
48
Oldest
60
Institution Size
Less than 10,000
64
10,001 to 20,000
18
20,001 to 30,000
16
30,001 to 40,000
9
40,001 to 50,000
4
50,001 or more
6
Other
95
Note. Due to rounding errors, percentages may not equal 100%.

%
1.89
7.08
61.32
0.47
0.47
2.83
25.94
22.29
45.18
32.53
7.27
27.27
29.10
36.36
30.19
8.49
7.55
4.25
1.89
2.83
44.81

Participants’ average number of children was 1.18 (SD = 1.17), and number of children
ranged from no children to five children. The average for number of siblings was 2.38 (SD =
1.87). Table 2 presents summary statistics for number of children and number of siblings. These
summary statistics include mean and standard deviation.
Participants were asked to report their first position in higher education. The most
common first position was ‘director’ (n = 41, 24.70%). The second most common response
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Table 2
Summary Statistics Table for Interval and Ratio Variables
Variable
No. of Children
No. of Siblings

M
1.18
2.38

SD
1.17
1.87

n
164
164

was ‘coordinator/counselor’ (n = 26, 15.66%). Table 3 presents the participants’ responses
regarding their first position in higher education administration.
Table 3
Participants’ First Position in Higher Education (N = 166)

Academic Advising/Support
Administrative Assistant/Reception
Admissions/Recruitment
Affirmative Action Officer
Assistant to the Dean
Assistant/Associate Dean
Assistant/Associate Director
Coordinator/Counselor
Dean
Director
Education Support Specialist
Faculty
Graduate Assistant
Institutional Research Analyst
Instructional Technology
Intern
Learning and Development/Support
Lecturer
Manager
Office Assistant
Records Technician
Residence Life
Secretary
Student Disability Resource Support
Student Recruiter
University Registrar
Web Manager

43

N

%

12
2
7
1
1
7
16
26
4
41
1
19
6
1
2
1
6
1
2
1
1
1
3
1
1
1
1

7.23
1.20
4.22
0.60
0.60
4.22
9.64
15.66
2.41
24.70
0.60
11.45
3.61
0.60
1.20
0.60
3.61
0.60
1.20
0.60
0.60
0.60
1.81
0.60
0.60
0.60
0.60%

Participants were also asked to report their current position in higher education
administration. The most common response was ‘director’ (n = 55, 34.38%). The second most
common response was ‘assistant/associate director’ (n = 21, 13.13%). Table 4 presents the
participants’ responses regarding their current position in higher education administration.
Table 4
Participants’ Current Position in Higher Education (N = 160)

Academic Advisor/Coaching/Coordination
Area Coordinator
Assistant Vice Chancellor/Vice President
Assistant/Associate Dean
Assistant/Associate Director
Assistant/Associate Vice Provost
Chief Diversity and Equity Officer
Chief Student Affairs Officer
Coordinator/Counselor
Dean
Department Chair of Student Success
Director
Faculty
Faculty Development
Interim Dean
Learning Specialist
Other
Postdoc
Program Head
Provost
Senior Assistant Director for Tutoring
Senior Associate Dean
Senior Director of Learning Centers
STAR (Student Tutoring And Retention) Services Director
Student Development Educator
SVP Accreditation & Institutional Effectiveness
Vice President

N

%

8
1
5
6
21
4
1
1
12
17
1
55
3
1
2
2
2
1
1
3
1
3
1
1
1
1
3

5.00
0.63
3.13
3.75
13.13
2.50
0.63
0.63
7.50
10.63
0.63
34.38
1.88
0.63
1.25
1.25
1.25
0.63
0.63
1.88
0.63
1.88
0.63
0.63
0.63
0.63
1.88

Finally, participants were asked to report the position that most influenced them to pursue
a position in higher education administration. The most common response was ‘other non-
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faculty position in higher education’ (n = 25, 16.89%). These positions include individuals in
Greek Life and Outreach. The second most common response was ‘other’ (n = 21, 14.19%).
These positions were widely varied and included responses such as random life circumstances
and finding their position by chance. Table 5 presents the participants’ responses regarding the
position that most influenced them to pursue a position in higher education administration.
Table 5
Position that Influenced Pursuit of a Career in Higher Education Administration (N = 148)

Academic Advising/Counseling
Assistant/Associate Director
College Experiences
Coordinator
Counselor/Advisor
Dean
Department Chair
Director
Faculty
Faculty in Higher Education
Graduate School/Studies
Instructor
Leaders in Higher Education
Mentor
Other
Other Manager/Leader in Higher Education
Other Positions in Higher Education (Non-faculty)
Resident Assistant
Teacher (Various levels)
Unsure of Question
Vice President of Instruction
VPAA
Writing Instructor/Tutor

N

%

9
5
12
2
1
3
5
6
3
3
5
2
15
2
21
3
25
5
10
4
2
2
3

6.08
3.38
8.11
1.35
0.68
2.03
3.38
4.05
2.03
2.03
3.38
1.35
10.14
1.35
14.19
2.03
16.89
3.38
6.76
2.70
1.35
1.35
2.03

Research Question Analyses
Research Question One
To address the first research question, a series of 6 one sample t-tests were conducted.
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Each of the t-tests corresponded with one of the six factors represented on the survey participants
completed. A one sample t-test is the appropriate analysis to conduct when the researcher
intends to assess if the average score of the sample differs from a test value (Pagano, 2009). The
test value is ‘3’, which corresponds with an undecided response on the factor. Mean values
greater than 3 indicated that participants tended to agree with the items on the factor; mean
values less than 3 indicated that participants tended to disagree with the items on the factor.
Prior to conducting the one sample t-tests, the assumption of normality was assessed for
each factor. A Shapiro-Wilk test was conducted to determine if the data for each of the factors
followed a symmetrical, bell-shaped distribution (Razali & Wah, 2011). The results of the
Shapiro-Wilk tests indicated that the assumption was not met for any of the factors. However
due to a sample size in excess of 50, it can be assumed that any deviations from a normal
distribution will have little influence on the results of the analysis (Stevens, 2009). The results of
the one sample t-tests are presented in Table 6.
Table 6
One Sample t-Test for the Difference between Each Factor and the Test Value (3)
Variable
Factor A
Factor B
Factor C
Factor D
Factor E
Factor F

M
3.63
3.64
2.87
3.28
1.99
3.34

μ
3
3
3
3
3
3

SD
0.68
0.59
0.51
0.78
0.41
0.67

t
11.46
13.31
-3.08
4.41
-30.38
6.16

p
< .001
< .001
.002
< .001
< .001
< .001

d
0.93
1.08
0.25
0.36
2.46
0.50

Factor A – Male dominant system. The result of the one sample t-test was statistically
significant, t(152) = 11.46, p < .001. This finding indicated that there was a statistically
significant difference between the aggregate mean score for participants and the test value of 3.
The null hypothesis was rejected for the factor assessing women’s perceptions of themselves in a
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male dominant system. Evaluation of the Cohen’s d value indicated a large effect size for the
difference between the mean score for the sample and the test value indicating an undecided
response.
Examination of the mean scores indicated that participants agreed with two of the three
items included in Factor A, women’s perception of the presence of a ‘good ole boy’ system in
higher education. Eighty-one percent of the women (n=125) agreed that women worked harder
than men for less money. Similarly, 84% (n=130) agreed that the ‘good ole boy’ system was
alive and well in higher education administration. However, 53% (n=81) of the women
disagreed that women get token placements in administrative positions in higher education.
While the women participating in the survey perceived the presence of a ‘good ole boy’ system,
they still pursued administrative positions in higher education and did not see the positions they
held as token placements. Frequencies and percentages for participants’ responses to Factor A
items are included in Table 7.
Factor B – Career advancement. The result of the one sample t-test was statistically
significant, t(151) = 13.31, p < .001. This finding indicated that there was a statistically
significant difference between the aggregate mean score for participants and a test value of 3.
The null hypothesis was rejected for the factor assessing women’s perceptions of career
advancement within higher education. Evaluation of the Cohen’s d value indicated a large effect
size for the difference between the mean score for the sample and the test value indicating an
undecided response.
Examination of the mean scores indicated that survey participants tended toward
agreement with all of the items included in Factor B, women’s perceptions of advancement in
administrative positions in higher education. Seventy-one percent of the women (n=109) agreed
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that women are seeking administrative positions in higher education, and 64% (n=98) agreed that
women are supportive of other women in higher education. However, while women are
Table 7
Frequencies and Percentages for Items in Factor A Related to a Male Dominant System
Item

Women work harder than
men for less money
Many women receive
token placement at the
administrative level.
The “good ‘ole boy”
system is alive and well in
higher education
administration.

Strongly
disagree

Disagree

Undecided

Agree

Strongly
agree

N

M

3

14

12

71

54

154

4.03

(1.95%)

(9.09%)

(7.79%)

(46.10%)

(35.06%)

14

67

42

26

4

153

2.60

(9.15%)

(43.79%)

(27.45%)

(16.99%)

(2.61%)

0

8

16

59

71

154

4.25

(0.00%)

(5.19%)

(10.39%)

(38.31%)

(46.10%)

pursuing administrative positions and feeling supported by other women, 79% (121) agreed they
felt torn between their family and work responsibilities. Similarly, 56% of the women (n=85)
agreed that career advancement was often hindered by lack of geographic mobility. Thirty-one
percent of the women (n=47), however, did not agree that geographic mobility was an issue.
Table 8 presents the results of the one sample t-test for Factor B.
Factor C – Stereotypes about women and men. The result of the one sample t-test was
significant, t(153) = -3.08, p = .002, indicating that there was a statistically significant difference
between the aggregate mean score for participants and a test value of 3. The null hypothesis was
rejected for the factor assessing women’s perceptions of the stereotypes about women and men.
Evaluation of the Cohen’s d value indicated a small effect size for the difference between the
mean score for the items and the test value indicating an undecided response.
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Table 8
Frequencies and Percentages for Items in Factor B Related to Career Advancement
Item

Many women are seeking
administrative positions in
higher education.
Women are supportive of
other women in the
profession.
Career women are
frequently torn between
family and work
responsibilities.
Women often lack
freedom of geographic
mobility which impedes
their career advancement.

Strongly
disagree

Disagree

Undecided

Agree

Strongly
agree

N

M

0

20

25

80

29

154

3.77

(0.00%)

(12.99%)

(16.23%)

(51.95%)

(18.83%)

2

24

30

78

20

154

3.58

(1.30%)

(15.58%)

(19.48%)

(50.65%)

(12.99%)

3

17

13

84

37

154

3.88

(1.95%)

(11.04%)

(8.44%)

(54.54%)

(24.03%)

8

39

20

69

16

152

3.30

(5.26%)

(25.66%)

(13.16%)

(45.39%)

(10.53%)

Examination of the mean scores indicated that participants tended toward agreement with
only one item included in Factor C, women’s perceptions of stereotypes about women and men.
Eighty percent of the participants (n=124) agreed that they are frequently perceived in
stereotyped roles. However, 66% (n=102) disagreed that innate gender differences accounted for
differences in ways men and women function in their jobs. Similarly, 62% (n=95) did not
perceive women to be less powerful than men in those jobs – contrary to stereotype assumptions.
Table 9 presents the results of the one sample t-test for Factor C.
Factor D – Gender differences in relational style. The result of the one sample t-test
was significant, t(152) = 4.41, p < .001. This finding indicated that there was a statistically
significant difference between the aggregate mean score for participants and a test value of 3.
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Table 9
Frequencies and Percentages for Items in Factor C Related to Stereotypes about Women and Men
Item

Women are perceived to
be as powerful on the
job as men.

Women are frequently
perceived in stereotyped
roles.
Innate gender
differences account
primarily for the ways
men and women
function on the job.

Strongly
disagree

Disagree

Undecided

Agree

Strongly
agree

N

M

23

72

26

29

4

154

2.47

(14.94%)

(46.75%)

(16.88%)

(18.83%)

(2.60%)

1

17

12

88

36

154

3.92

(<1%)

(11.04%)

(7.79%)

(57.14%)

(23.38%)

46

56

26

22

4

154

2.23

(29.87%)

(36.36%)

(16.88%)

(14.29%)

(2.60%)

The null hypothesis was rejected for the factor assessing women in leadership and relationships.
Evaluation of the Cohen’s d value indicated a small effect size for the difference between the
mean score for the sample and the test value indicating an undecided response.
Examination of the mean scores indicated that participants tended to be more undecided
about the items included in Factor D which related to women’s perceptions of gender differences
in relational style. Fifty-nine percent (n=90) agreed that women are more sensitive to people
matters than men while 19% (n=29) were undecided and 22% disagreed. Similarly, 47% (n=72)
agreed that women in administration are more people-oriented; however, 25% (n=39) were
undecided, and 28% (n=43) disagreed. A similar pattern continued with the remaining two
items: 45% (n=69) agreed that women are more dedicated to students, but 29% (n=45) were
undecided, and 26% (n=40) disagreed; 42% (n=65) agreed that women value relationships over
power, but 25% (n=39) were undecided, and 32% (n=49) disagreed.
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An average of less than 50% of participants perceived women in higher education
administration to be more people-oriented, sensitive and student-centered. On the other hand, an
average of 27% were undecided and 14% disagreed, suggesting women are perceived as capable
of taking actions that are to their political and power advantage. Table 10 presents the results of
the one sample t-test for Factor D.
Table 10
Frequencies and Percentages for Items in Factor D Related to Women’s Perceptions of Gender
Differences in Relational Style
Item

Women are more sensitive
to people matters than
men.
Women in higher
education administration
are more people-oriented
than men in
administration.
Women are more
dedicated to the education
of students than in doing
what is politically
advantageous.
Women value personal
relationships more than
power.

Strongly
disagree

Disagree

Undecided

Agree

Strongly
agree

N

M

2

33

29

72

18

154

3.46

(1.30%)

(21.43%)

(18.83%)

(46.75%)

(11.69%)

3

40

39

60

12

154

3.25

(1.95%)

(25.97%)

(25.32%)

(38.96%)

(7.79%)

5

35

45

54

15

154

3.25

(3.25%)

(22.73%)

(29.22%)

(35.06%)

(9.74%)

4

45

39

53

12

153

3.16

(2.60%)

(29.22%)

(25.32%)

(34.42%)

(7.79%)

Factor E – Gender differences in leadership style. The result of the one sample t-test
was significant, t(151) = -30.38, p < .001. This finding indicated that there was a statistically
significant difference between the aggregate mean score for participants and a test value of 3.
The null hypothesis was rejected for the factor assessing women’s perceptions of gender
differences in leadership style. Evaluation of the Cohen’s d value indicated a large effect size for
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the difference between the mean score for the sample and the test value indicating an undecided
response.
Examination of the mean scores indicated that participants tended to disagree with six of
the eight items included in Factor E, relating to women’s perceptions of gender differences in
leadership style. Most participants disagreed that women are not as effective in decision-making
as men (95%, n=146), are incapable of financial finesse (97%, n = 147, lack delegation skills
(90%, n=139), lack political savvy (91%, n=140), and are not good mediators (91%, n=141).
Participants’ responses were more varied on two other items. Thirty-two percent of the women
(n=49) agreed that women are more capable in team/collaborative work; in addition, 35% (n=54)
were undecided and 32% (n=50) disagreed. Similarly, 35% of participants (n=54) agreed that
women can manipulate people well to complete tasks while 31% (n=47) were undecided and
33% (n=52) disagreed.
Overall, participants did not perceive women in higher education administration as less
effective, capable or skilled than men. The summary item in this section posits that neither
training nor acculturation could ‘make the genders think or administer alike.’ Twenty-one
percent of participants (n=32) agreed, but 22% (n=34) were undecided and 57% (n=88)
disagreed. Table 11 presents the results of the one sample t-test for Factor E.
Factor F – Gender differences in value for process vs. end result. The result of the
one sample t-test was significant, t(152) = -6.16, p < .001. This finding indicated that there was
a statistically significant difference between the aggregate mean score for participants and a test
value of 3. The null hypothesis was rejected for the factor assessing women’s responses related
to process and end result. Evaluation of the Cohen’s d value indicated a medium effect size for
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the difference between the mean score for the sample and the test value indicating an undecided
response.
Table 11
Frequencies and Percentages for Items in Factor E Related to Gender Differences in Leadership Style
Item

Women are not as
effective in their decisionmaking as men.
Women are incapable of
financial finesse.
Women lack delegation
skills.
Women lack political
savvy.

Women are more capable
than men at managing
team (collaborative) work
efforts.
Women are not good
mediators.
Women are good
manipulators of people
and the tasks that need to
be completed.
No amount of training or
acculturation will make
the genders think or
administer alike.

Strongly
disagree

Disagree

Undecided

Agree

Strongly
agree

N

M

104

42

6

2

0

154

1.39

(67.53%)

(27.27%)

(3.90%)

(1.30%)

(0.00%)

127

23

2

0

2

154

1.23

(82.47%)

(14.94%)

(1.30%)

(0.00%)

(1.30%)

92

47

10

5

0

154

1.53

(59.74%)

(30.52%)

(6.49%)

(3.25%)

(0.00%)

76

64

9

4

1

154

1.64

(49.35%)

(41.56%)

(5.84%)

(2.60%)

(<1%)

5

45

54

34

15

153

3.06

(3.27%)

(29.41%)

(35.29%)

(22.22%)

(9.80%)

62

79

7

6

0

154

1.72

(40.26%)

(51.30%)

(4.55%)

(3.90%)

(0.00%)

13

39

47

51

3

153

2.95

(8.50%)

(25.49%)

(30.72%)

(33.33%)

(1.96%)

30

58

34

30

2

154

2.45

(19.48%)

(37.66%)

(22.08%)

(19.61%)

(1.30%)
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Examination of the mean scores indicated that participants tended to agree with only one
item of the three included in Factor F, women’s perceptions of gender differences in value for
process vs. end result. Seventy-nine percent (n=121) agreed that women are good organizers and
task-focused while 18% (n=27) were undecided and 4% (n=6) disagreed. On the other two items
more participants disagreed or were undecided. Forty-five percent (n=69) agreed that women are
more interested in process than pecking order, but 30% (n=45) disagreed and 26% (n=40) were
undecided. Thirty-three percent of participants (n=50) agreed that women are more concerned
about process than product, but 48% (n=74) disagreed and 19% (n=29) were undecided. While
women administrators were perceived as having skills (organization and task focus) to get the
work done, participants were less in agreement that women were more process oriented and less
concerned about pecking order. Table 12 presents the results of the one sample t-test for Factor
F.
Table 12
Frequencies and Percentages for Items in Factor F Related to Gender Differences in Value for Process
vs. End Result
Item

Women are more
concerned about process
than the end result.
Women are good
organizers and can keep
focused on what needs
to be accomplished.
Women are more
interested in process
than pecking order.

Strongly
disagree

Disagree

Undecided

Agree

Strongly
agree

N

M

9

65

29

44

6

153

2.82

(5.88%)

(42.48%)

(18.95%)

(28.76%)

(3.92%)

0

6

27

80

41

154

4.01

(0%)

(3.90%)

(17.53%)

(51.95%)

(26.62%)

4

41

40

60

9

154

3.19

(2.60%)

(26.62%)

(25.97%)

(38.96%)

(5.84%)
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Research Question Two
Research Question 2 looked to determine the self-perceptions of the participants
regarding their own career development as women administrators. The researcher calculated
frequencies and percentages for participants’ responses for the career assessment items on the
survey (Section III). Table 13 presents descriptive statistics for the career assessment item
responses. Results are presented in three clusters: male dominant system, career advancement,
and relationships.
Male dominant system. Eighty-two percent of participants (n=119) did not feel that their
femininity had been diminished because of their roles as administrators. In addition, 63% (n=91)
disagreed that they affiliated more with men than women on their jobs; another 28% (n=40) were
undecided. Seventy-five percent (n=109) agreed that they were comfortable with their level of
power in their organizations while 18% (n=26) disagreed.
Career advancement. Seventy-four percent (n=108) of participants agreed that they
would pursue the same career again while 12% (n=18) were undecided and 12% (n=19)
disagreed. Fifty-one percent (n=73) agreed that they had made substantial personal sacrifice to
advance in their careers; 45% (n=64) disagreed. Forty-five percent (n=65) disagreed that
affirmative action had open doors for advancement; 31% (n=45) were undecided and 24%
(n=35) agreed. Seventy-six percent (n-110) of participants agreed that claims about gender
discrimination were likely justified while 15% (n=22) were undecided and 9% (n=13) disagreed.
Relationships. Sixty-one percent (n=88) of participants disagreed that they felt alienated
or psychologically separated from work groups while 26% (n=38) agreed that they did and 13%
(n=19) were undecided. Seventy-seven percent (n=111) agreed that their subordinates felt
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Table 13
Descriptive Statistics for Career Assessment
Item

I would pursue my same
career if I had to do it
all over again.

I feel I have had to
make substantial
personal sacrifices to
advance my career.

For the most part, I
believe claims by
women concerning
gender discrimination in
higher education
administration are
justified.
I feel alienated or
psychologically
separated from the rest
of the immediate work
group as a result of my
executive status.
I feel that affirmative
action laws have helped
to open doors for career
advancement for me as
a woman.
I feel my femininity has
been diminished as a
result of my career as an
administrator.
I affiliate more with
men than women on the
job.
I am comfortable with
my level of power in the
organization.
I feel my subordinates
are comfortable with my
power in the
organization.

Strongly
disagree

Disagree

Undecided

Agree

Strongly agree

N

M

1

18

18

57

51

145

3.96

(<1%)

(11.69%)

(11.69%)

(39.31%)

(35.17%)

8

56

7

50

23

144

3.17

(5.56%)

(38.89%)

(4.86%)

(34.72%)

(15.97%)

4

9

22

64

46

145

3.96

(2.76)

(6.21%)

(15.17%)

(44.14%)

(31.72%)

17

71

19

33

5

145

2.57

(11.72%)

(48.97%)

(13.10%)

(22.76%)

(3.45%)

17

48

45

32

3

145

2.70

(11.72%)

(33.10%)

(31.03%)

(22.07%)

(2.07%)

38

81

16

8

2

145

2.00

(26.21%)

(55.86%)

(11.03%)

(5.52%)

(1.38%)

20

71

13

36

4

144

2.53

(13.88%)

(49.31%)

(9.03%)

(25.00%)

(2.78%)

3

23

10

86

23

145

3.71

(2.07%)

(15.86%)

(6.90%)

(59.31%)

(15.86%)

2

18

13

85

26

144

3.80

(1.39%)

(12.50%)

(9.03%)

(59.03%)

(18.06%)

Note. Due to rounding errors, percentages may not equal 100%.
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comfortable with participants’ level of power in the organization; 13% (n=20) disagreed and 9%
(n=13) were undecided.
Results indicate the majority of participants are comfortable in their administrative roles
and would pursue them again despite the personal sacrifices they made. They were comfortable
with their level of power, perceived that their subordinates were comfortable as well, and did not
feel alienated from groups at work. Yet, the majority of participants also believed gender
discrimination was still present in the workplace.
Research Question Three
Research Question 3 compared the self-perceptions of the participants to their female and
male counterparts in relation to a set of specific leadership characteristics. The researcher
conducted two one sample t-tests. For the first analysis the researcher compared participants’
perceptions of their own leadership characteristics to those of their male counterparts at work.
For the second analysis the researcher compared participants’ perceptions of their own leadership
characteristics to those of their female counterparts at work. The mean scores were compared to
a test value of 2, which indicated that they perceived their own leadership characteristics as the
same as the leadership characteristics of their counterparts at work.
Male. Prior to analysis of participants’ perceptions of their own leadership
characteristics as compared to those of their male counterparts, the assumption of normality was
assessed. The results of the Shapiro-Wilk test were significant, W = 0.98, p = .026. This finding
suggests that the data were not normally distributed. However, because of the large sample size,
it can be assumed that the analysis is robust to a violation of normality (Stevens, 2009).
The result of the one sample t-test was not statistically significant, t(141) = 1.32, p =
.190. This result indicated that participants’ mean score for perception of their own leadership
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characteristics compared to those of their male counterparts did not differ from the test value of
2. This indicated that participants’ perceptions of their own leadership characteristics were the
same as their perceptions of the leadership characteristics of their male counterparts. The
Cohen’s d value indicated a small effect size for the difference that was assessed. Table 14
presents the results of the one sample t-test of participants’ perceptions compared to male
counterparts.
Table 14
One Sample t-Test for Perceptions of Their Leadership Compared to Their Male Counterparts
Variable
Perceptions - Male

M
2.03

SD
0.23

mu
2

t
1.32

p
.190

d
0.22

Less similar. Half of the participants rated themselves as less aggressive than their male
counterparts (n=71, 50%) and less motivated by power (n=89, 63%).
Same. Most participants rated themselves the same as their male counterparts regarding
competitiveness (n=65, 46%), spatial orientation (n=72, 51%), career orientation (n=88, 62%),
family orientation (n=74, 52%), and androgyny (n=85, 62%).
More. Many participants perceived themselves as more verbally oriented (n=71, 50%),
more concerned about personal relationships (n=81, 58%), and more cooperative (n=89, 63%)
than their male counterparts.
Overall, participants emphasized concern for relationships (less aggressive, more
concerned about personal relationships, more cooperative) over concern for power (less
motivated by power but competitive, more verbally oriented) than their male counterparts.
Despite these perceived differences, the analysis did not reveal a statistically significant
difference between the groups. Table 15 presents a frequency table for participants’ perceptions
of their leadership compared to their male counterparts.
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Table 15
Frequency Table for Participants’ Perceptions of Their Leadership Compared to Their Male
Counterparts
Item
Aggressive

Competitive

Verbally oriented

Spatially oriented

Cooperative

Motivated by power

Concerned about personal
relationships
Career oriented

Family oriented

Androgynous

Less

Same

More

N

M

71

54

17

142

1.62

(50.00%)

(38.03%)

(11.92%)

54

65

23

142

1.78

(38.03%)

(45.77%)

(16.20%)

26

45

71

142

2.32

(18.31%)

(31.69%)

(50.00%)

34

72

35

141

2.01

(24.11%)

(51.06%)

(24.82%)

9

44

89

142

2.56

(6.34%)

(30.99%)

(62.68%)

89

49

4

142

1.40

(62.68%)

(34.51%)

(2.82%)

4

55

81

140

2.55

(2.86%)

(39.29%)

(57.86%)

33

88

20

141

1.91

(23.40%)

(62.41%)

(14.18%)

14

74

53

141

2.28

(9.93%)

(52.48%)

(37.59%)

37

85

15

137

1.84

(27.01%)

(62.04%)

(10.95%)

Female. Prior to the analysis of participants’ perceptions of their own leadership
characteristics as compared to those of their female counterparts, the assumption of normality
was assessed. The results of the Shapiro-Wilk test were significant, W = 0.97, p = .002. This
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finding suggests that the data were not normally distributed. However, because the sample is
sufficiently large, the analysis can be considered robust to a violation of the assumption (Stevens,
2009).
The result of the one sample t-test was significant, t(141) = 0.60, p = .548. This result
indicated that participants’ mean score for perception of their own leadership characteristics as
compared to those of their female counterparts did not differ from the test value of 2. This
indicated that participants’ perceptions of their own leadership characteristics were the same as
their perceptions of the leadership characteristics of their female counterparts at work. The
Cohen’s d value indicated a small effect size for the difference that was assessed. Table 16
presents the results of the one sample t-test of their perceptions compared to female counterparts.
Table 16
One Sample t-Test for Their Perceptions of Their Leadership Compared to their Female
Counterparts
Variable
Perceptions - Female

M
2.01

SD
0.26

mu
2

t
0.60

p
.548

d
0.10

Across each individual characteristic more participants rated themselves the same as their
female counterparts than the number of participants who rated themselves as more or less similar
than their female counterparts. Highest percentages of response were androgynous (n=101,
73%) and concern for personal relationships (n=90, 64%). Mid-range percentages of response
were family oriented (n=81, 57%), cooperative (n=77, 54%), career oriented (n=78, 54%),
spatially oriented (n=75, 53%), and verbally oriented (n=74, 53%). Lowest percentages of
responses were motivated by power (n=70, 49%), aggressive (n=65, 46%), and competitive
(n=60, 42%). The result of the statistical analysis failed to yield statistically significant
differences between the mean score for the sample in comparison to the test value. Table 17
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presents a frequency table for participants’ perceptions of their leadership compared to their
female counterparts.
Table 17
Frequency Table for Participants’ Perceptions of Their Leadership Compared to Their Male
Counterparts
Item
Aggressive

Competitive

Verbally oriented

Spatially oriented

Cooperative

Motivated by power

Concerned about personal
relationships
Career oriented

Family oriented

Androgynous

Less

Same

More

41

65

35

(29.08%)

(46.10%)

(24.82%)

46

60

36

(32.39%)

(42.25%)

(25.35%)

24

74

44

(16.90%)

(52.11%)

(30.99%)

26

75

40

(18.44%)

(53.19%)

(28.37%)

7

77

57

(4.96%)

(54.61%)

(40.43%)

57

70

15

(40.14%)

(49.30%)

(10.56%)

23

90

27

(16.43%)

(64.29%)

(19.29%)

33

78

31

(23.24%)

(54.93%)

(21.83%)

36

81

24

(25.53%)

(57.45%)

(17.02%)

19

101

18

(13.77%)

(73.19%)

(13.04%)
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N

M

141

1.96

142

1.93

142

2.14

141

2.10

141

2.35

142

1.70

140

2.03

142

1.99

141

1.91

138

1.99

Qualitative Data Analysis
When asked what feminist perspective participants identified with, many participants
indicated that they identify with liberal feminism. One respondent wrote that she identified with
liberal feminism as “I believe differences are more due to the environment and conditions in
which people grow up.” Another participant provided a more detailed reason for her choice:
I do agree that a level playing field [is necessary] for both women and men, so as to
create gender equality would be beneficial for all. My only concern is that the household
and responsibility still falls to the woman to manage. Until this is also spread evenly, a
woman will never have an even playing field.
The participant expressed the necessity of a level playing field but believed that the level playing
field, which is a central tenet of liberal feminism, is difficult to achieve while the majority of
household and other responsibilities fall to women in the households.
Another common response was cultural feminism. One participant, who stated that she
does not identify as a feminist, explained that of the feminist perspectives she would most
closely identify with cultural feminism. The participant provided the following comment:
I would not identify myself as a feminist. I do believe that there are innate differences
between men and women, and that the differences are both good and part of what make
us who we are. In that sense, I agree with the cultural feminists.
However, this participant went on to explain that because of the nuance involved in these
positions and statements, a true categorization is futile. She wrote:
Importantly, however, these differences are on a continuum with a great deal of overlap,
so that statements like "women are more interested in personal relationships" or "men are
more goal-driven" are virtually useless when talking about individuals. In that sense, I

62

suppose, I agree with the postmodern feminists -- what makes us who we are is so much
more than our gender. It is our race, culture, relationships, past, etc. People are
complicated and, while we can talk about gender differences or gender roles (both of
which I do believe exist), I'm not sure it's a helpful conversation for the workplace.
People are individuals and should be treated as such.
This participant’s response reflected a shared sentiment across several of the participants
regarding the nuance of these concepts and how this nuance makes categorization difficult or
meaningless. For example, one participant did not indicate one perspective she identified with
because “[she did] not see these categories as mutually exclusive.” Another participant stated
the following:
There's theory and then there is actuality and how we live. When you are a feminist, you
do not think in terms of waves. If I ask for a raise, I don't think "in the name of third
wave feminism, I deserve a $5,000 pay increase." If I choose to wear a skirt, I don't think
(as Butler would assert) that I am performing my gender. You are asserting what you
need or want as a human being - and that doesn't easily fit into one's conceptualization of
a movement.
For these participants, feminism could not be reduced to strict categories or perspectives that
could be selected for the purpose of the survey. Figure 1 presents a word cloud depicting
participants’ responses to the item related to feminist perspective. Table 18 presents frequencies
and percentages for participants’ type of feminism responses.
Participants’ responses related to the best advice for women aspiring to positions similar
to their own were varied. Many participants indicated that it was important to remember to make
decisions that served the best interests of them and their students. One participant stated,
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Figure 1. Word cloud depicting participants’ responses regarding feminist perspective.
Table 18
Frequencies and Percentages for Type of Feminism Responses (N = 129)
N

%

Anarchist feminism

3

3.88

Cultural feminism

14

10.85

Eco feminism

3

2.32

Liberal feminism

39

30.23

None identified

12

9.30

Post-colonial feminism

12

9.30

Radical feminism

1

0.78

Social (Marxist) feminism

11

8.53

Two or more

25

19.38

Womanism

9

6.98

“Continue making choices based on what is in the best interests of the students, and you will
always be able to sleep at night.” This statement reflected the importance of maintaining a focus
on students’ needs while working in the field of higher education. Similarly, another participant
stated, “Focus on what's best for your institution and the rest will fall in place.” Hard work was
another common response among the participants. One participant explained hard work as a
constant process and not a process with an end, stating, “Identify a goal, work hard to meet it,
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and continue to work hard. Recognize life is not always fair and work to change inequality
where you can, but above all, trust God's plan for you.” When discussing hard work, three
participants addressed inequity in how hard women must work in comparison to their male
counterparts. One participant stated the following:
Stay focused, work twice as hard as your male counterparts, admit when you've made a
mistake and act quickly to correct the mistake, stay professional, maintain professional
boundaries, i.e., while it is fine to cultivate rapport with those who report to you, do not
mix business and pleasure.
A second participant gave additional context when she explained the following:
Unfortunately, women have to work twice as hard as men to receive due recognition for
their work and [often] women are required to pick up slack from men not completing
tasks. It is expected for women to work for less pay, less recognition, less
acknowledgement to make programs and services run effectively. In my experience, I
advise women to hold men accountable to similar standards and don't allow them to get
away or pass with subpar work. Because ultimately, you are responsible for the work, the
product and a department that will reflect back on you. Sometimes you will have to
make tough decisions, but document, lay out expectations, and require excellence.
This participant was able not only to communicate the differences in what is expected of women
and men, but also how female administrators could hold male colleagues accountable for the
quality of their work. The third participant to address this issue gave encouragement for women
aspiring to similar positions, exclaiming, “You'll probably have to work harder than males in the
same position, but don't give up!”
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Finally, several participants suggested that women find mentors or support systems as
they seek administrative positions in higher education. Participants identified benefits to having
mentors including having an advocate at the higher education institute. One participant stated,
“Find a mentor/ champion who can help advocate for you and open up opportunities.”
Additionally, participants noted that mentors, especially female mentors, may help other women
survive in the workplace. A participant explained, “Find a female mentor who can help you
navigate your particular waters. Every work culture is different, and the unwritten rules are
powerful but also sometimes need to be challenged.” This was further described by another
participant who stated the following:
Finally, if you can find a good mentor who has been a strong female leader in the field,
she can be an invaluable resource to show you how to effectively navigate a very political
landscape and she can also be a good ear to bounce ideas off of.
As these participants described, female mentors may have experienced some of the same
challenges women who are new to the positions may encounter. They can equip women who
aspire to similar roles to deal with the issues they may experience in their administrative
positions.
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CHAPTER FIVE
SUMMARY, CONCLUSION, AND RECOMENDATIONS
Gender inequality continues to be present in the workplace, and higher education
administration mirrors similar trends observed in general society (Katuna, 2014). Higher
education has a substantial history of male dominance in positions of leadership (American
Council on Education, 2017; Ballenger, 2010; Mason, 2013). Although women have made some
inroads with respect to these positions, there exists a continuing gender disparity due to both a
lack of access and exclusionary practices (Ballenger, 2010; Glazer-Raymo, 1999; Mason, 2013).
Bornstein (2008) notes that one trend that continues to promote inequity is barriers to the
“legitimacy of women” in leadership (p. 172).
This study investigated perceptions of women in higher education administration
regarding the impact of gender in their career advancement and leadership roles. The study was
guided by three questions:
•

Research Question 1 (RQ1): What are the perceptions of the participants in regard to the
impact of gender in higher education leadership?

•

Research Question 2 (RQ2): What are the self-perceptions of the participants regarding
their own career development as it relates to their position as a woman administrator?

•

Research Question 3 (RQ3): What are the self-perceptions of the participants compared
to their female and male counterpart related to given leadership characteristics?

This chapter will summarize and discuss the findings of the study in relationship to literature
reviewed and look at implications for further research.
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Discussion of Findings
Demographic Analysis
For the study population, 61% of the participants were white. A notable result from the
demographic section was that almost 26% of participants classified themselves as ‘other.’ In the
category of race, the participants were given several options: Asian/Asian American,
Black/African American, Caucasian/White, Filipino, Hispanic/Latina, Multiracial. It is unknown
as to why ‘other’ was selected.
Historically, higher education has been predominately white and male. Globally, the
number of women enrolling in higher education exceeds the number of men. In 1970 the
enrollment ratio was 160 men per 100 women; today the enrollment ratio is approximately 93
men per 100 women (Chamie, 2016). While this is encouraging, it is not reflected in the number
of women holding senior leadership roles at universities. “In terms of senior administrative
positions, only 22% of all four-year university presidents are women, 40% of all chief academic
officers, and 43% of all other senior administrators. Even fewer women serve in senior
administrative roles at the more research-intensive and prestigious institutions” (Dunn, Gerlach
& Hyle, 2014).
Demographic data indicated that participants’ first position in higher education was most
commonly ‘director’ (n=41, 25%) or ‘coordinator/counselor’ (n=26, 16%). Participants also
reported their current positions. The most common response was ‘director’ (n=55, 34%); the
second most common response was ‘assistant/associate director’ (n=21, 13%). However, there
was some representation (8%) of senior administrative positions: vice chancellor/vice president
(n=5, 3%); chief diversity/equity officer (n=1, 0.6%); chief student affairs officer (n=1, 0.6%);
vice president (n=3, 2%); provost (n=3, 2%). While we have diversity in gender and race in
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higher education, we are still trying to achieve equity in educational attainment (Thelin,
Edwards, & Moyen, 2018).
Slightly less than half of participants (45%) were from suburban communities, and 36%,
indicated they were the oldest child in the family. There is literature that addresses birth order in
terms of leadership and occupational choice. A number of psychologists, including Frank
Sulloway (1996) and Reid Claxton (1994), suggest that being first born prepares a person for
leadership as experiences as first born innately develops leadership skills. Alan Stewart (2012),
psychologist from the University of Georgia, explained by using Adler’s framework that the
firstborn child (or one with the “oldest” role) prefers when people stick to order and rules, strives
toward achievement and goals, and would be most likely to take on a leadership position.
Research Question Analysis
The research questions that guided the study focused on determining participants’
perceptions. Alreck and Settle (2004) observed that perceptions are important as they facilitate
the discovery of patterns and trends.
Research Question 1 (RQ1). The first research question looked at participants’
perceptions of the impact of gender in higher education leadership. Survey items in Section II
were clustered into six factors. A discussion of these factors follows.
Factor A – Male Dominant System. Participants agreed with two of the three items in
Factor A: 84% agreed or strongly agreed that the ‘good ‘ole boy’ system is alive and well in
higher education; and 81% agreed or strongly agreed that women work harder than men for less
money. However, 53% disagreed that women get token placements in administrative positions
in higher education while 27% were undecided about this. Given the historical trends in higher
education, these results are high and disheartening.
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Factor B – Career Advancement. Participants tended toward agreement with all of the
items in Factor B. Seventy-one percent of the women agreed or strongly agreed that women are
seeking administrative positions in higher education. This can be seen as good news and
progress especially given that 84% agreed that the “good ‘ole boy” system is alive and well in
higher education. This might indicate that women are deciding to pursue administrative
positions in spite of this.
Sixty-four percent agreed that women are supportive of other women in higher education
while 19% were undecided. Research has found that women in leadership can be a barrier for
other women. Staines, Jayaratne, and Travris (1974) described the ‘queen bee syndrome’ where
a woman in a leadership position treats her female subordinates more critically. Participants’
responses suggest that these women experienced more support from other women in higher
education leadership positions.
While women are seeking positions in higher education, 79% of participants agreed or
strongly agree that career women are frequently torn between family and work responsibilities.
Dominici, Fried, and Zeger (2009) noted that women experienced a slower career path, and that
the path was sometimes blocked. They found, for example, that senior positions in
administration were less attractive because of a heavy workload that requires carrying work
home or being available to the campus leadership at any time.
Participants (56%) also perceived that women often lack freedom of geographic mobility
which impedes their career advancement; however, 31% did not agree. As participants
expressed perceived tension between their family and work responsibilities, perhaps choice
enters into the issue of mobility and career advancement. Eddy and Cox (2008), for example,
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looked at career choices of six community college presidents. They found that two of the six
intentionally chose their college positions because of family obligations while two others chose
their positions because they would not have to move their families.
Factor C – Stereotypes about Women and Men. Participants (80%) agreed that women
are frequently perceived in stereotyped roles. However, 66% disagreed that innate gender
differences accounted for differences in ways men and women function in their jobs. Notably,
62% did not perceive women to be less powerful than men in those jobs. These are important
findings as institutional perceptions of women’s ‘legitimacy’ in leadership positions is related to
stereotypical assumptions. According to Smith Porter (2009), the moment a woman achieves a
leadership position in a higher learning institution, the important aspects of that role can create
the challenges to a women’s ability and legitimacy in that role. For example, Bornstein (2008)
points out that women in leadership face challenges when they have to deal with issues like
finance, technology, and legal affairs that are typically dominated by men.
Factor D – Gender Differences in Relational Style. Participants’ responses to items in
Factor D were more varied. Fifty-nine percent agreed that women are more sensitive to people
matters than men while 19% were undecided and 22% disagreed. Similarly, 47% agreed that
women in administration are more people-oriented; however, 25% were undecided, and 28%
disagreed. A similar pattern continued with the remaining two items: 45% agreed that women
are more dedicated to students, but 29% were undecided, and 26% disagreed; 42% agreed that
women value relationships over power, but 25% were undecided, and 32% disagreed.
Overall, an average of less than 50% of participants perceived women in higher education
administration to be more people-oriented, sensitive and student-centered. On the other hand, an
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average of 27% were undecided and 14% disagreed, suggesting women are perceived as capable
of taking actions that are to their political and power advantage.
Brass (1985) established that people in leadership positions at work are able to use their
relationships and networks to influence measures within that organization. However, on the
average, women have less social capital and have fewer networks, resulting in limited influence
in the organization in which they work. It is not necessarily a bad thing that women are
perceived as capable of taking actions that are to their political and power advantage. This
echoes Steinem’s call (1983) for women to become comfortable with seeking and attaining
power.
Factor E – Gender Differences in Leadership Style. Participants tended to disagree with
the items in this factor: 95% of participants disagreed or strongly disagreed that women are not
as effective in their decision-making as men; 97% disagreed or strongly disagreed that women
are incapable of financial finesse; 90% disagreed or strongly disagreed that women lack
delegation skills; 91% disagreed or strongly disagreed that women lack political savvy; and 91%
disagreed or strongly disagreed that women are not good mediators.
Dominici, Fried, and Zeger (2009) found that women in higher education leadership
often perceived successful leadership requires a ‘male’ stance - transactional, hierarchical,
minimizing collegiality.
Participants’ responses were more varied on three other items. Thirty-two percent of
participants agreed that women are more capable in team/collaborative work while 35% were
undecided and 32% disagreed. Similarly, 35% of participants agreed that women can manipulate
people well to complete tasks while 31% were undecided and 33% disagreed. The summary
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item in this section posits that neither training nor acculturation could ‘make the genders think or
administer alike.’ Fifty-seven percent disagreed, but 21% agreed and 22% were undecided.
Daniel (2006) underscores that the ability to successfully lead other people may improve
an individual’s perception of self-worth and confidence levels. He notes that leaders should take
their time to understand, as well as appreciate, their own strengths and values. Responses in
Factor E suggest that participants perceive women in higher education administration as
effective, capable or skilled as men, for the most part.
Factor F – Gender Differences in Value for Process vs. End Result. Participants (79%)
agreed that women are good organizers and task-focused. Forty-five percent agreed that women
are more interested in process than pecking order, but 30% disagreed and 26% were undecided.
Thirty-three percent of participants agreed that women are more concerned about process than
product, but 48% disagreed and 19% were undecided.
Flexner (1996) argues that in many cases women have been viewed as less effective as
leaders compared to men, less qualified and less competent on the basis of social and political
premise influenced by stereotypical thinking. Diekman and Eagly (2000), on the other hand,
propose that women who occupy leadership roles or positions seem to adapt their behaviors to
values and norms of the position they hold. While women administrators were perceived as
having skills (organization and task focus) to get the work done, participants were less in
agreement that women were more process oriented and less concerned about pecking order. In a
context of higher external accountability and institutional competitiveness, results orientation
and status matter.

73

Research Question 2 (RQ2). The second research question looked at participants’ selfperceptions of their own career development as it relates to their positions as women
administrators.
Seventy-four percent of the participants agreed or strongly agreed that they would pursue
the same career if they had to do it all over again. Forty-five percent of participants did not feel
that affirmative action helped them attain their positions, and 51% perceived they had made
substantial personal sacrifice to advance in their careers.
For the most part, participants (75%) felt comfortable with their level of power in their
organization, and the women (77%) also felt their subordinates were comfortable with their level
of power in the organization. In addition, 61% did not feel alienated or psychologically
separated from work groups.
Of the participants, 82% did not feel their femininity has been diminished as a result of
career advancement as an administrator, and 63% did not feel they affiliated more with men than
women on the job. This is an important perception. Hennig and Jardim (1977) suggested that if
women wanted to succeed as leaders, they needed to act more like men. Terborg (1977) found,
on the other hand, that for women who act outside of what is considered to be appropriate female
behaviors, they receive less favorable evaluations compared to their male counterparts.
Lastly, most of the participants in the study agreed or strongly agreed (76%) with the
statement, “For the most part, I believe claims by women concerning gender discrimination in
higher education administration were justified.” This is both notable and disappointing in a
climate of continuing gender equity issues in higher education on a global scale, but also in
relation to the positive responses of participants demonstrating that social and societal
assumptions about women in leadership are not necessarily accurate.
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Research Question 3 (RQ3). The third research question looked at participants’ selfperceptions compared to their female and male counterparts as related to given leadership
characteristics.
Results in this section were not statistically significant. For the most part, participants
viewed themselves the same as the as their male and female counterparts in relation to ten
leadership characteristics. In relation to their male counterparts, most participants rated
themselves the same regarding competitiveness (46%), spatial orientation (51%), career
orientation (62%), family orientation (52%), and androgyny (62%). Many participants perceived
themselves as more verbally oriented (50%), more concerned about personal relationships
(58%), and more cooperative (63%) than their male counterparts. Participants rated themselves
as less aggressive than their male counterparts (50%) and less motivated by power (63%).
Coleman (2003) stated that “gender may not be a determinant of style, but it has an influence on
the self-perceptions of men and women as leaders and on their own professional and social
experience” (p. 337).
In relation to their female counterparts, more participants rated themselves the same as
their female counterparts than more or less similar: androgynous (73%), concern for personal
relationships (64%), family oriented (57%), cooperative (54%), career oriented (54%), spatially
oriented (53%), verbally oriented (53%), motivated by power (49%), aggressive (46%), and
competitive (42%).
Overall, participants emphasized concern for relationships (less aggressive, more
concerned about personal relationships, more cooperative) over concern for power (less
motivated by power but competitive, more verbally oriented). Eagly and Karau (2002) observed
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that leadership has been viewed as a “male prerogative” (p. 573). Accordingly, women are
perceived as being less capable of leading compared with men (Eagly & Karau, 2002).
Content Analysis of Open-ended Questions
The two most common responses to the feminist perspective that participants identified
themselves with were liberal feminism and cultural feminism. For many participants, however,
feminism could not be reduced to strict categories or perspectives that could be selected for the
purposes of a survey. There appeared to be a shared sentiment across several of the participants
regarding the nuance of these concepts and how this nuance makes categorization difficult or
meaningless and not necessarily mutually exclusive.
Responses regarding advice for aspiring leaders indicated that it was important to
remember to make decisions that served the best interests of the students as well as the
institution. Hard work and setting goals and meeting them were also important. Some
comments reflected the perception than women have to work harder than men to advance in their
careers. The message is to ‘expect it’ — “You'll probably have to work harder than males in the
same position, but don't give up!”
Mentoring was also mentioned. Research has shown that mentoring can reduce barriers
to women's career advancement, tenure and pay. Mentoring can enhance promotion and income
possibilities for individuals experiencing mentoring relationships in higher education (Cullen &
Luna, 2006). Many researchers in the literature have identified that mentors play an important
role in women’s career path advancement (Brown, 2005; Dunbar & Kinnersley, 2011; Ely,
Ibarra, & Kolb, 2011; Madsen, 2008; Schipani, Dworkin, Kwolek-Folland, & Maurer, 2009). At
least twenty years of research has confirmed that mentoring is helpful to executive women in
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advancing to leadership positions (Schipani et al., 2009). Participants in this study identified the
ways mentoring helped women in administration in higher education:
•

Finding others that can help open doors

•

Helping women survive in the workplace

•

Helping women navigate the system in which they work

•

Helping others going through some of the same experiences that mentors have gone
through as administrators

•

Helping women in positions or who aspire to administrative positions deal with issues
they may experience in their role
Limitations
Participants in the study were limited to volunteers solicited from higher education

listservs to which the researcher subscribed.
In the survey, the location of the participants was not gathered. There was not a question
that asked what country the participants were from, for instance. This would be good
information to know as it gives cultural frame of reference and potential differences in
perceptions in higher education.
Another limitation was the fact that the participants were primarily white (61%). A more
diverse study population would have been beneficial.
Future Research Recommendations
The study might be repeated with a more diverse sample. The researcher did not have
knowledge of the racial makeup of those on the listservs. Also, with the high number of
participants reporting ‘other’ their racial classification, a fill in the blank option for the
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participant to complete rather than a forced choice of ‘other’ might contribute to better
determination of the diversity of the sample.
A qualitative study would be useful in exploring specific events and stories that the
women experienced leading them to their perceptions. Quantitative studies focus on breadth
while qualitative studies focus on depth. Further qualitative studies are recommended to give
“voice” to the participants and add depth to the research about the perceptions of women leaders
in higher education.
Conclusion
Gender inequality continues to be present in the workplace in higher education, making it
necessary for further study of women’s leadership in higher education. Katuna (2014) noted that
even though, as a group, women in administrative positions in higher education have mirrored
similar trends as those observed in the general society, the trend has reached its pinnacle. For
example, in 2013, 53% of students in college institutions were women, but only 16% of college
presidents and 25% of academic deans were female (Katuna, 2014).
During a time where we have had the first female presidential candidate, first female
campaign manager to lead a candidate to victory, and continued discussions about the genderbased wage gap, it is important to explore this issue. It is important to have current research and
informed higher education programs that address current issues as well.
The findings of this research suggest that women seem to feel comfortable in their
positions and with their level of power in their respective higher education institutions. The
majority also say that if they had the chance they would “do it all over again.” However, the
majority of women strongly agreed or agreed with this statement, “For the most part, I believe
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claims by women concerning gender discrimination in higher education administration are
justified.”
While there seems to be a level of participants’ comfort and success in their leadership
positions in higher education, there also appears to be an over-arching perception of having to
work harder than their male counterparts do.
It is also indicated by this research that women felt the need to have mentors to support
them, to help them navigate the higher education leadership terrain, and to move into and
successfully remain in positions of leadership in higher education. Burcham (2014) reminds us,
“There is a phrase in the entrepreneurial world called ‘paying it forward’ - the notion that each of
us who have had some degree of success likely had individuals who gave us our break; who
believed in us when we had not yet earned such trust; and from whom opportunities came that
have helped create our success. Our credo is simply this...when you get to the top of your ladder
of success, help someone else (pay it forward). In some circles, individuals say ‘when you get to
the top floor, don't forget to send the elevator down for someone else” (para. 1).
It is important for women in higher education administration to own their strengths and
skills and to be the door-openers for other women’s success in a field still challenged by
historical and social perspectives that women have to work harder for their ‘legitimacy’ in
leadership.
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Appendix A:
Women in Higher Education Questionnaire Pilot Study Instructions

October 26, 2015
Dear Colleague:
Please allow me the opportunity to introduce myself and thank you for agreeing to assist me with
this project. My name is Angela Mclendon, and I am a doctoral candidate at the University of
South Florida in Higher Education Administration. I am in the process of conducting a pilot
study for the survey tool that I will be using for the research in my dissertation.
The survey tool I am using came from a study that was first conducted in 1992-1993 with female
leaders in public education. Following the study, researchers Sandra Gupton and Gloria Slick
published their findings in a book called Highly Successful Women Administrators: The Inside
Stories of How They Got There.
While the original study by S. Gupton and G. Slick focused on public school K-12
administrators, my study will utilize a modified tool with a focus on female leaders in higher
education administration (mid-level management). The questionnaire solicits information about
women administrators’ experiences and their perceptions about their ascent to the top.
In light of the above, please do the following as it relates to the pilot survey provided to you:
1. Take the survey in its entirety.
2. Please time yourself while taking the survey from when you begin to completion.
3. If you have additional feedback about the survey, please feel free to share it. Please use
the extra black page provided or another page of your own. Please do not provide your
feedback about the survey on the survey itself.
4. I will be back to collect the survey on Monday, November 2nd. If you require more time,
please call me at the number below or email me at McLendon.Angela@spcollege.edu. I
can then make special arrangements to pick yours up later.
I can be reached at 727.348.9995 should you have questions or need clarification. Thank you
again.
Best regards,
Angela Mclendon
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Appendix B:
Email Permission for Use and Modification of Questionnaire

From: Gupton, Sandra <sgupton@unf.edu>
Sent: Wednesday, September 10, 2014 9:43 AM
To: Angela McLendon
Subject: RE: Permission to modify and use questionnaire
Hello Angela,
I am delighted that you are researching this important topic and that you find my work helpful.
You have my permission to use the material anyway that you see fit for your study.
You may find helpful a more recent paper that I wrote using the book as my primary
reference for taking another look at the status of women in the workplace, leadership included,
and presented at the 2009 Summer Oxford Roundtable on Women’s Issues. It was published in
the Roundtable’s online journal and should be accessible to you online per the following:
Gupton, S.L. (2010). Women in educational leadership in the U.S.: Reflections of a 50
year veteran. Forum on Public Policy Online, Summer 2009 edition (January, 2010).
http://forumonpublicpolicy.com/summer09/archivesummer09/womenineducational
leadershipintheU.S.:reflectionsofa50yearveteran.pdf
If you cannot access it, let me know and I’ll send it to you via email attachment.
Let me know if I may be of further assistance.
I wish you all the best!
Sandra

From: Angela McLendon [mailto:McLendon.Angela@spcollege.edu]
Sent: Monday, September 08, 2014 5:02 PM
To: Gupton, Sandra
Subject: Permission to modify and use questionnaire

Good afternoon Dr. Gupton. My name is Angela Mclendon (Cutright) and I am a doctoral
candidate at the University of South Florida, Tampa. My doctoral focus at the university is
Higher Education: Curriculum & Instruction with an Administration focus. My dissertation focus
is women administrators in higher education.
I am writing to you today to see if I could have your permission to modify (for use in higher
education) and use the questionnaire you created and used in your book Highly Successful
Women Administrators: The Inside Stories of How They Got There in my dissertation. I
absolutely love the work you have done in leadership in general and then specifically with the
gender focus.
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If you have any questions you can email me here or reach me by phone at 727.348.9995. I am
looking forward to hearing from you. I appreciate your time and help with this.
Best regards,
Angela Mclendon
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Appendix C:
Women in Higher Education Questionnaire

I. Demographics
The information requested below will assist us in ascertaining data pertinent to the overall
questionnaire. Please fill in the blank or circle your response to each of the following questions.
Thank you for your assistance in this area.
A. Personal Data
1. Race_______________ Ethnic origin_____________________________
2. Marital Status: (circle the appropriate response)
a. Married b. Single c. Divorced d. Widowed e. Domestic partnership
3. Children (how many): _____________ Ages: _____________________
B. Community (current)
1. Community type: Circle the word that best describes the type of community in which
you live:
a. Rural b. Urban c. Suburban
C. Family and Relationships
1. Spouse (fill in the blank)
a. Current job__________________________________
2. Your siblings (fill in the blank)
a. No. of children in family ____________
b. Your position in the family: (circle appropriate response)
1. Oldest 2. Middle 3. Youngest 4. Only child
D. Higher Education Career Information
a. What was your first position in higher education administration?
_______________________________________________________________
b. What is the title of your current position:
_______________________________________________________________
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c. What position influenced you the most to pursue higher education administration?
_______________________________________________________________
d. Type of Higher Education Institution (check all that apply)
_____2 year _____4 year _____Public
_____Private _____For profit _____Not for profit_____Research University
e. Size of institution based on student enrollment: __________________
f. Why do you think you were hired for this position? Check all responses that apply.
__________Potential leadership qualities
__________Affirmative action compliance
__________Longevity
__________Best qualified for position in terms of experience
__________Best qualified for position in terms of formal preparation
__________Reward for loyalty
__________Next step in upward mobility (of positions)
__________Reward for hard work
__________Expert in community relations/good mediator
__________Effective manager
__________Other_____________________________________________

II. Beliefs About Women’s Issues in the Workplace
This section is concerned with the issues affecting women in top-level administrative positions in
higher education. Indicate whether you agree or disagree with each statement and to what extent
by circling the appropriate indicator.
SA = Strongly Agree
A = Agree
U = Undecided
D = Disagree
SD = Strongly Disagree
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1. Many women are seeking administrative positions in higher education. SA A U D SD
2. Women are supportive of other women in the profession.

SA A U D SD

3. Women are perceived to be as powerful on the job as men.

SA A U D SD

4. Women are more sensitive to people matters than men.

SA A U D SD

5. Women are more concerned about process than the end result.

SA A U D SD

6. Women are not as effective in their decision-making as men.

SA A U D SD

7. Women are incapable of financial finesse.

SA A U D SD

8. Women lack delegation skills.

SA A U D SD

9. Career women are frequently torn between family and work
responsibilities.

SA A U D SD

10. Women often lack freedom of geographic mobility which
impedes their career advancement.

SA A U D SD

11. Women are frequently perceived in stereotyped roles.

SA A U D SD

12. Women lack political savvy.

SA A U D SD

13. Women work harder than men for less money

SA A U D SD

14. Many women receive token placement at the administrative level.

SA A U D SD

15. Women are more capable than men at managing team
(collaborative) work efforts.

SA A U D SD

16. Women in higher education administration are more people-oriented
than men in administration.

SA A U D SD

17. Women are not good mediators.

SA A U D SD

18. Women are good manipulators of people and the tasks that
need to be completed.

SA A U D SD

19. The “good ‘ole boy” system is alive and well in higher education
administration.

SA A U D SD

20. Women are good organizers and can keep focused on what
needs to be accomplished.

SA A U D SD

21. Women are more dedicated to the education of students than
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in doing what is politically advantageous.

SA A U D SD

22. Women value personal relationships more than power.

SA A U D SD

23. Women are more interested in process than pecking order.

SA A U D SD

24. Innate gender differences account primarily for the ways men
and women function on the job.

SA A U D SD

25. No amount of training or acculturation will make the genders
think or administer alike.

SA A U D SD

III. Career Assessment
As you advanced your career you may have reflected on the costs and trials of traveling the path
to the top. In this section, please respond by indicating whether you agree or disagree with each
statement and to what extent by circling the appropriate indicator.
SA = Strongly Agree
A = Agree
U = Undecided
D = Disagree
SD = Strongly Disagree
1. I would pursue my same career if I had to do it all over again.

SA A U D SD

2. I feel I have had to make substantial personal sacrifices to
advance my career.

SA A U D SD

3. For the most part, I believe claims by women concerning
gender discrimination in higher education administration are
justified.

SA A U D SD

4. I feel alienated or psychologically separated from the rest
of the immediate work group as a result of my executive
status.

SA A U D SD

5. I feel that affirmative action laws have helped to open doors
for career advancement for me as a woman.

SA A U D SD

6. I feel my femininity has been diminished as a result of my
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career as an administrator.

SA A U D SD

7. I affiliate more with men than women on the job.

SA A U D SD

8. I am comfortable with my level of power in the
organization.

SA A U D SD

9. I feel my subordinates are comfortable with my power
in the organization.

SA A U D SD

IV. Leadership Characteristics
A. Compared to your male counterparts in similar positions, do you feel that you are
MORE, SAME, or LESS as they in each of the following attributes?
Circle your chosen response:
1. Aggressive

More

Less

Same

2. Competitive

More

Less

Same

3. Verbally oriented

More

Less

Same

4. Spatially oriented

More

Less

Same

5. Cooperative

More

Less

Same

6. Motivate by power

More

Less

Same

7. Concerned about personal relationships

More

Less

Same

8. Career oriented

More

Less

Same

9. Family oriented

More

Less

Same

10. Androgynous

More

Less

Same

B. Compared to other females in general, do you feel that you are MORE, SAME, or LESS
as they in each of these attributes? Circle your chosen response.
1. Aggressive

More

Less

Same

2. Competitive

More

Less

Same

3. Verbally oriented

More

Less

Same

4. Spatially oriented

More

Less

Same

5. Cooperative

More

Less

Same
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6. Motivate by power

More

Less

Same

7. Concerned about personal relationships

More

Less

Same

8. Career oriented

More

Less

Same

9. Family oriented

More

Less

Same

10. Androgynous

More

Less

Same

V. Final Question and Comment
A. Please reference the information on third wave of feminism that was from 1990 to present,
from page 14. Which feminism perspective do you identify with, if any? Please name here.

B. Please share your best advice to other women aspiring to positions similar to yours.

Thank you for your time and effort to complete this questionnaire!
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